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PREFATORY NOTICE. 


each 


THE chapters which form the earlier part of this volume were 
originally contributions to the pages of the Churchman. 

They were written under the impression that there is at this 
time an urgent call for the re-statement of the old truth on this 
most important subject. | 

The writer is deeply sensible of the imperfections which have 
marred the accomplishment of his undertaking. He will be 
thankful for the correction of any errors or inaccuracies into 
which he may unhappily have fallen. And he would be glad 
to hope that some more competent pen may be led to follow up 
the work he has begun. Yet he trusts he has not on any point 
misunderstood or misrepresented the views of those from whose 
writings he has felt himself called to dissent, and for some of 
whom he entertains a very sincere regard. And he ventures to 
ask the prayers of those who know the truth, that these pages 
may be blessed to the conversion of some, to the stablishing of 
others, and to the building up of many on their most holy 
faith. | | 
He professes himself to be of the number of those who regard 

controversy, however painful, as a very sacred duty in these 
.days—a duty to be fulfilled as in the sight of Him who is the 
Truth, and in the spirit of Him who loved us and gave Himself 
for us. 
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Some new matter will now be found in the text, while large 
and important additions have been made to the notes. 

An Appendix also is added, which, it is hoped, may be a 
help to those who are desirous of studying the history of the 
Christian doctrine of atonement. 

It is needless to say that this Appendix cannot claim to be 
regarded as anything like a complete collection of passages 
bearing on the subject. But it is believed that the quotations 
given will suffice to show that, in spite of growing corruptions 
of the faith, something like a continuous witness has been borne 
throughout the ages, with more or less distinctness, to a doctrine 
concerning the death of Christ substantially the same as that 
which has been advocated in the pages of this book. In some 
cases the witness will be found to come clearly and distinctly 
from quarters from which some would probably have been little 
disposed to expect it. 

As a rule, each quotation has been selected with a view to 
its giving testimony (either as viewed alone or in combination 
_ with other extracts) to one or more of the following truths : 


(1) That the incarnation of Christ was in order to the atone- 
ment of Christ. 

(2) That the atonement is the effect, not of the incarnation of 
Christ, but of the death of the Incarnate Son of God. 

(3) That the death of Christ is the means of our redemption 
and reconciliation, because it is—aecording to the truth of the 
Divine sentence—that which is due to our sin—the pena (in 
some sense) borne for us, of willing purpose, by Him (as our 
representative substitute) who so entered into fellowship with 
our fallen estate that He made what was ours to be His— 
especially our sin, that He might suffer for it; and so, that 
which was His to be ours—especially the merit of His death, 
that by reason of it we might be accepted before God, and 
receive the salvation of our souls. 


\ 
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(4) That as the result of this atonement of Christ’s death 
(which is the only true and the all-sufficient sacrifice of pro- 
pitiation for the world) the condemnation and curse of our sin 
are quite taken out of the way of our return to God; and 
believers are reconciled to God and justified (accounted right- 
eous)—even made to be the righteousness of God in Him. 

(5) That by the atoning Death of Him, who could not be 
holden of death, our sentence having been thus spent, the power 
of death itself has been utterly broken up, and victory gained 
over all the power of Satan and of hell. 

(6) That as Christ entered into fellowship with us in our 
death—discharging our debt, so believers enter—as discharged 
by His death—into immediate fellowship with His resurrection- 
life, being restored in Him to full communion with the Father, 
and by the faith of Christ (and in union with Him) living anew 
life unto God, and in the power of that new life of faith being 
made (by:the Holy Spirit of God) more than conquerors through 
Him that loved us. 

It should, however, be understood that important passages 
bearing on the subject have never been designedly omitted 
because to some they may have seemed (perhaps rightly) to 
speak ambiguously, or because by others they may have been 
quoted already in support of an opposite contention. 

Reliance is placed, not only on the very distinct assertions of 
some, but rather on the general consentient testimony of all as 
a whole. 

From some writers quotations have been (perhaps needlessly ) 
multiplied, with a view to assist the student, by making their 
teaching more abundantly clear, or their testimony more abso- 
lutely decisive. 


Let it be permitted here to entreat the reader to pause before 
he goes further, and in the study of this stupendous subject to 


vill Prefatory Notace. 


ask the enlightenment of that Divine Spirit, to whom alone it 
pertaineth to take of the things of Christ and show them to the 
heart of man. 

In the death of Christ is the truth of God which is to be 
carried home by the Spirit of Truth to do battle in the soul 
with the lie which has been planted there by the father of lies. 

If only the death of Christ be indeed a true historical fact 
(and what fact in history is there which can be said to rest on 
a surer basis of historical truth ?); and if, also, Christ, who 
died a real death, has been declared to be the Son of God with 
power, according to the spirit of holiness, by the resurrection 
from the dead—then what a message of truth it must have 
for all who will receive it! How stupendous must be the 
importance of our receiving and believing the record of God’s 
truth which it brings to a lost world ! 

What a witness not only to the truth and sinfulness of sin, 
but also to the awful character of that sinfulness, and its 
tremendous consequences; and herein to the awful, incalculable 
debt of each individual soul ! 

Truly, if we refuse, in view of the death of Christ, to receive 
the conviction of sin, we must be setting our seal to Satan’s lie 
in our hearts, and so, in the bondage of darkness, giving the lie 
to the truth of God and to the God of truth. “If we say that 
we have not sinned we make Him a liar, and His word is not 
in us” (1 John i. 10). 

But in the death of Christ is not only witness. to the 
sin of man and the death of man. There is here also the 
Divine witness to that sin as all borne away, and that death as 
swallowed up in the life which is in Him—the life which is 
for us. : yeiva, 

This is the witness—the record of God by the death of Christ. 
Here, too, Satan would have us in unbelief set our seal to his 
lie in our souls—the lie which lifts itself up in proud defiance 
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of the truth of God’s grace—the blessed truth of God’s record 
of life. 

What a controversy is here between darkness and light— 
between Satan’s lie and the truth of God! 

If we receive the record of God the controversy comes to an 
end, in the witness within of the Spirit of Truth and the Spirit 
of Life. 

If we reject this witness we must again be making God a 
liar—rejecting His witness concerning His Son. 

“Tf we receive the witness of men, the witness of God is 
greater ; for this is the witness of God which He hath testified 

_of His Son. He that believeth hath the witness in Himself: 
he that believeth not God hath made Him a har, because He 
believeth not the record which God gave of His Son. And 
this is the record, that God hath given to us eternal life, and 
this life is in His Son. He that hath the Son hath life, and 
he that hath not the Son of God hath not life”’ (1 John v. 9-12). 
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THE DEATH OF CHRIST. 


CHAPTER I. 
INTRODUCTORY. 


T may very well seem a strange thing that in the nineteenth 
century of the Christian era there should seem to be a 
necessity for insisting on the transcendent importance of the 
death of Christ in faith’s view of God’s gracious revelation to 
man. Yet itis undeniable that not a few hearts among us are 
being sore troubled at the setting in of streams of thought, the 
tendencies of which are more or less directly, more or less 
obviously, to depreciate (in some sense) this cardinal truth of 
our most holy faith. The claims of sczentific, as opposed to the 
teaching of the so-called popular, theology are pressed upon us. 
And it is assumed that the unique value and the supreme 
position which has been assigned to the doctrine of the Cross 
must fall before a philosophical assimilation of Christian dogma, 
even if not before a more critical examination of the soteriology 
of the Bible. We are henceforth, it appears, to correct the faith 
of our forefathers, which looked too exclusively to the blessed 
effects resulting from this blood-shedding of the Son of God. 
Modern thought has found difficulties in the belief which regards 
these blessings as having any such necessary connection with 
death. It will be less difficult, we are told, and more scientific 
to direct the Christian faith to regard rather the doctrine of the 
incarnation as the great central doctrine of the Gospel. Let the 
death of the Cross hold a secondary place to the incarnation of 
Christ,and (so we are led to believe) a great gain will result; a great 
stumbling-block in the approach to Christianity will be taken 
out of the way of the advanced thinkers of a thoughtful age. 
And it is not by looking in one direction only that the current 
of this tendency is to be observed. Something of very much 
the same result may be seen coming from quite another quarter, 
where a mistaken sacramental system is made to subserve 
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erroneous views of the extension of the incarnation,! and the 
Eucharistic renewing (in some sense) of the sacrifice of Christ 
is made to deduct something, in faith’s view, from the full 
doctrine of the Cross of Christ. 

Careful observers can hardly have failed to mark in this 
matter something which may remind the traveller of what he 
has seen in the nejghbourhood of Geneva—the converging and 
uniting of streams of different origins, which, though they may 
keep their own banks, and show still their distinctive colours, 
are yet flowing in just the same direction, running their course 
in the same channel, and combining their separate forces to form 
one full river. 

It would be very wrong to make light of the difficulties of 
earnest inquiring minds being led, or desirous of being led, 
towards the truth. It is possible, indeed, that an error is not 
seldom committed in assuming that these difficulties are always 
to be credited to the exercise of intellectual vigour, and the 
determination to be bold and independent in following after only 
that which is true. But there is undoubtedly a claim upon our 
sympathies in the intellectual difficulties of those who are really 
desiring to believe, and to accept the true faith of God’s revel- 
ation. In listening to that claim, however, there may be a 
temptation sometimes to make concessions of that which we are 
bound not to concede. We may very willingly part with, even 
though it may cost us much, inherited prejudices as regards the 
teaching of Scripture on matters which properly belong to the 
sphere of physical science; but we must ever earnestly contend 
for the faith which was once for all delivered unto the saints. 
And assuredly we must beware of listening to the voice which 
would bid us attempt to save a wreck of Christianity by casting 
overboard anything of that which gives to the Gospel its 
offence, but which also makes it to be the power of God unto 
salvation. 

Reserving for future papers some considerations on the doc- 
trinal bearings of the subject, let it suffice for us at present to 
have our thoughts directed to the prominence which is given to 


1 Tt should be noted well that the phrase “Extension of the Incarna- 
tion” has been used of late years (see e.g., ‘‘ Wilberforce on Incarnation,” 
ch, xiii., p. 275, sqq., and ‘“‘ Tracts for the Day,” pp. 232, 233: 1868) to 
convey ideas which we have no reason to believe were in the thoughts of 
Bishop Jeremy Taylor when he wrote “Consonant to which doctrine 
[the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper being a commemoration and 
exhibition of this death, which was the consummation of our redemption 
by His body and blood, does contain in it a ‘visible word,’ the word in 
symbol and visibility, and special manifestation] the fathers, by an 
elegant expression, called the blessed sacrament ‘the extension of the 
incarnation.’” (“Worthy Communicant,” ch. i, sect. 2, § 4. Works, 
vol. viii., p. 23. Edit. Eden.) 
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the death of Christ in the whole scheme of revelation as made 
known to us in the sacred Scriptures. 

And here let it be remarked, at the outset, that it is in truth 
avery unscientific process, by anything like a minute exami- 
nation of details, to draw away attention from a comprehensive 
view of the history of God’s dealings with the human race as a 
whole. And it is scarcely less scientific to ignore the power of 
certain accepted truths so to light up the landscape that facts 
—the significance of which may have been before hazy or 
beclouded—may stand out in distinctness and prominence, like 
mountain peaks against the sky. 

A simple-minded, illiterate Christian may thus be really 
following a far more scientific method in clinging tenaciously to 
a doctrine which he may have little ability to defend in con- 
troversy, than the subtle reasoner or the well-furnished theo- 
logical disputant, who by learned and critical arguments would 
seek to despoil him of that which is to him as the pearl of great 
price, and in which he has found the power of God and the 
wisdom of God. 

The principle we are insisting on may very well be illustrated 
by applying it to the very point in hand. We all accept the 
truth contained in the words, ‘‘ The Lamb slain from the foun- 
dation of the world.” It is a truth which scarcely needs to be 
interpreted by the words?! of St. Peter: ‘‘ As of a Lamb without 
blemish and without spot, who verily was foreordained before 
the foundation of the world, but was manifest in these last days 
for us.” But certainly this truth, set before us so clearly 
towards the close of the Bible record, has power to light up the 
whole horizon of Revelation, and to make teachings, perhaps 
otherwise obscure, to stand out distinctly and in sharp outline, 
gilded as with the rays of the rising sun, bearing witness to the 
glory which is revealed in the death of Christ. 

We have here set before us an aspect of the Redeemer as 
depicted from the beginning in the purpose of the Most High— 
even in the eternal purpose of Him who worketh all things after 
the counsel of His own will. 

And let it be well observed that it is not one of the sons of 
men, but a Lamb, and a slain Lamb, which we here behold by 
the eyes of faith. 

The view even of the true humanity of the incarnate Son of 


1 The words of St. Peter (I. i. 19, 20: see context) assuredly serve for 
an answer to those who would seem to argue that “ the Lamb slain from 
the foundation of the world” must be a burnt-offering without any idea 
of expiation. See “‘Speaker’s Com.,” vol. i., part ii., p. 508. 

If, in Rev. xiii. 8, the words ‘‘from the foundation of the world” 
should be connected with “written,” the argument in the text will not be 
materially affected, 
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God—important and blessed as that view is—is here, assuredly, 
made subservient (we might almost say is sacrificed here) to the 
imagery which represents His atoning death. 

Was this, indeed, the archetypal idea of Christ in the Divine 
economy before the worlds were ? 

Then, certainly, the ideas brought out and educated in the 
minds of men by subsequent sacrificial teachings must have 
been intended to prepare the human understanding, in a school 
of Divine instruction, to receive and apprehend this idea, after- 
wards to be revealed as the true Divine idea, the idea (speaking 
after the manner of men) in the Divine mind, of the one 
Mediator between God and men, the man Christ Jesus. 

And is it possible then, we ask, to refuse the claim of this 
truth to illumine the pages which tell of God’s dealings with 
man in patriarchal and Mosaic and post-Mosaic times? Shall 
we think it a scientific process, to take the microscope of our 
critical faculty to examine the details of these records in the 
dark, out of the light of this Divine and glorious truth ? 

With this truth before us, who can doubt that sacrifice and 
sacrificial death must have had a Divine original? If we can 
persuade ourselves that men were led to sacrifice by some 
impulse from within, whether, at first, simply by the thought 
of so doing homage to the Creator, or by some desire to acknow- 
ledge symbolically the death which was their due, or by some 
further desire to seek reconciliation with God through, in any 
sense, offering death for death; then must not that inward 
instinct have been, in some sense, implanted by the Divine 
Spirit of truth ? 

But it concerns us much more to observe how this truth sheds 
a clear light on the sacrificial narratives of early records of our 
race, and how in that light we can hardly fail to see their 
witness not only to the future atonement of Christ’s death, but 
also to the promanence which that death should have in the 
faith of those who live in the light of Christ’s Gospel. 

“The Lamb slain from the foundation of the world.” Can it 
be that there is no witness to Him and His death in the firstlings 


1 This (like many other views expressed in the text) will doubtless 
seem to some, whose judgment is worthy of high regard, as a ridiculously 
futile attempt to force back the hour-hand on the dial of Theological 
attainment. Nevertheless, nothing that we have heard or read avails to 
counterbalance the very strong presumption which seems to us to arise 
from the light of the Gospel and the faith of Him Who is “ the first and 
the last,” the A and the Q, ‘‘Whose goings forth have been from of old, 
from everlasting” (Micah v. 2), that not the subsequent steps only, 
but that the first step also, by which the education of man was led on 
and on in its approaches to the Divine idea of sacrifice, must have had, 
in some sort, a Divine original—must have been due, in some way, to a 
Divine guidance. 
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of Abel’s sacrifice ;! in the sweet savour of Noah’s offering; most of 
all in the great lesson of the land of Moriah: “The Lord will 
see for Himself”—‘‘ the Lord will provide”; in the prophetic 
word of the patriarch, which takes the name “ Jehovah-Jireh ” 
as its seal: “My son, God will provide a lamb for a burnt 
offering,” and in the sacrifice which, after taking the knife to 
slay his son, Abraham, in obedience to God’s voice of mercy, 
now offers up “in the stead of his son ” ? 

This is a tempting subject to dwell upon in detail, but in these 
brief papers we must steadfastly adhere to our purpose of direct- 
ing attention mainly to broad and general views of the subject 
before us. 

For this reason we must not tarry now to enforce the 
testimony of the Paschal Lamb. We shall have occasion, 
indeed, to refer to this more particularly in a future paper. But 
for the present it must suffice to ask, with the inspired words 
before us, 76 rdcya nuav vTép Huov étUOn Xpiotos—Can we 
possibly suppose that there is here for us no witness to the 
Lamb of God—the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world 
—and no teaching of the stupendous importance of His death— 
the prominence in the Divine view, which should be also our 
view—of His saving passion, of His atoning blood-shedding ? 

So also as regards the whole Levitical system of sacrifice—as 
a whole, we must venture to affirm, without touching at all 
upon details, that in the light which shines upon it from the 
eternal counsel of God, and in that counsel from the Lamb slain, 
we must needs see—if we only look at it with enlightened eyes, 
and through the glass of faith—teachings clear and distinct of 
the high and exalted place which in God’s revelation is assigned 
to the sacrificial death of Christ. “ Almost all things are by the 
law purged with blood, and without shedding of blood is no 
remission.” We may be sure it is no truth of secondary value 
which in these words is set before us by the inspired writer. 

But we are not to confine our view to the typology of the Old 
Testament. We have also a more sure word of prophecy; and 
prophecy, too, bears its witness to the same truth. We have 
the combined witness of type and prophecy pointing to the 
same object. And as our eyes follow their pointing we behold 
One—a Man of Sorrows, led as a lamb to the slaughter—on 
whom the Lord Jehovah has made to meet the iniquities of us 
all. And then looking back to the Lamb slain from the 
beginning in the everlasting purpose of God, we are sure that we 
have here a sure witness to the supreme importance for our faith 
of the death and blood-shedding of the Redeemer of the world. 


1 This view involves no necessity of supposing that the ‘first parents 
of mankind” were ‘clearly informed with regard to the person, the 
office, and the sufferings of the Messiah.” 
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In all this, it may probably be thought, we have only been 
retailing simple and trite and obvious common-places. But our 
object in these papers is mainly to insist on the value—a value 
which is now too often depreciated—of truths which are simple, 
and teachings which are obvious, and which perhaps, just 
because of their simplicity and their elementary character, are 
in danger sometimes of being passed over or lightly regarded. 

But in thus insisting on that which is trite and obvious, there 
is a further object in view. The truth of the Lamb slain is to 
be regarded in relation to another very obvious truth. We 
must insist upon it that it is in the highest degree unscientific 
not to take into account the connection between these two 
truths. And it is this connection which brings into view most 
clearly the prominence and importance of the death of Christ. 

Man’s death is a condemned death. Fallen man is a con- 
demned being, condemned to death for sin; and we desire very 
strongly and earnestly to insist on the truth—we are sure it is 
a truth—that the death of Christ is to be viewed in the same 
view with the death of the sinner. And then this death of the 
sinner is to be viewed as something far more than the physical 
dying.t What we commonly call death now is but the door—the 


1 Archdeacon Norris asks ‘‘ What was sin’s penalty? Death, either 
temporal or eternal. If temporal, then He did not save us from it, for 
we still die in this sense ; if eternal, then assuredly Christ never so died” 
(“Rudiments of Theology,” p. 230). And this is the expression of a 
difficulty which is not seldom felt. But its solution is easy in view of 
the ambiguity which remains in the word “ Death.” 

Death, after Christ’s death, is not death to the Christian. He “shall 
not come into condemnation, but is passed from death unto life” 
(John v. 24). Death was death to Christ. It was in the hand of the 
strong man armed who kept his palace ; and it still had its sting. Butin 
Christ’s death the strong man has been despoiled by the stronger than the 
strong, and the sting of death has been taken away. And though we 
speak of “dying” still, when we pass through the door which is still 
marked as “death,” yet the word of Christ abideth sure and faithful, 
*“‘ Whosoever liveth and believeth in Me shall never die ” (John xi. 26). 

Christ was made a little lower than the angels, “‘that He, by the grace 
of God, should taste death for every man” (Heb. ii. 9). And every man 
that now keepeth His saying “shall never taste of death” (John viii. 52). 

In this connection the following words of Hooker may be specially 
commended to the reader’s attention : 

‘‘There was presented before His eyes in that fearful hour on the one 
side, God’s heavy indignation and wrath towards mankind as yet un- 
appeased, death as yet in full strength, hell as yet never mastered by any 
that came within the confines and bounds thereof, somewhat also 
peradventure more than is either possible or needful for the wit of man 
to find out, finally Himself flesh and blood left alone to enter into conflict 
with all these ; on the other side, a world to be saved by one, a pacifica- 
tion of wrath through the dignity of that sacrifice which should be 
offered, a conquest over death: through the power of that Deity which 
would not suffer the tabernacle thereof to see corruption, and an utter dis- 
appointment of all the forces of infernal powers, through the purity of 
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door of passage into the awful realm and dominion of death and 
of him that hath the power of death—that is, the devil. Death 
was not the door only, but it included all that was beyond the 
door—all the awfulness of the judgment and condemnation, 
and the blackness of darkness, the terror of the region where 
the strong man armed kept his palace—the prison-house of the 
lost souls of men. Can there be—is there to be any deliver- 
ance from this terrible condition? How stupendous the im- 
portance of this question! Does not all for man depend on the 
answer to the inquiry? How all-important, then, the way of 
deliverance—if there be deliverance! What prominence must 
be due to the work by which deliverance comes! 

And was there no connection between the death of the sinner 
man and the teaching of the sacrificial death of the innocent 
animal—the lamb without blemish, or the bullock without spot 
—which in a shadow was offered in death to take away the 
shadow of sin, and to make in a shadow a deliverance from 
death—an atonement for the sin of the offerer? It will hardly 
be seriously contended that no such connection existed. And, 
then, when we turn to the view of “the Lamb slain from the 
foundation of the world,” shall we think it possible that there is 
no connection between His death—the death of the Lamb of 
God which taketh away the sin of the world—and the death of 
the sinners for whom He died? It is in death that the salvation 
of the second man, the Lord from heaven, meets and lays hold 
on the ruin of the first man.! 

And if it be so, that in any sense His death was for deliver- 
ance from our death—our death of judgment and condemnation ; 


that soul which they should have in their hands and not be able to touch ” 
(Hooker, Eccles. Pol., book v., ch. xlviii. 9. Works, edit. Keble, vol. i1., 
pp. 207, 208). 

The same truth has been clearly and forcibly expressed by St. 
Athanasius : 

"Améree TOU KoWWoU TaYTWY CwTHpoE aToPaVvévTog UTriM NUGY, ObKETL VIY WoTED 
Wada KaTa THY TOV vowou arEdnY DavaTw aToOrvnoKopEY ot év XpioT@P ToTot* 
mimavTa. yao 1) Toabrn Karadicn (Athan., De Incarnatione, § 21. Op., 
Tom 1., Part I, p. 52. Edit. Ben. Patav, 1777). 

Ty rou (diov cwparog Ovoiag, Kai Tédoc ériOnce TH Kal’ ac Vouw, Kai apyHY 
Zwincg nuiy éeauievy .... ovKéTL yao vy we KaTaKpLYOpevor amoOrnoKopmey 
(Lbid., § 10, p. 45). 

1 The teaching of the Fathers will be found to be thoroughly pervaded 
with the truth that Christ in His redeeming work makes what was ours 
to be His own, so that our death is His death, and His death is our death, 
in such sort that there is no more death for us because our death has been 
died for us by Him. We have our discharge from the terrible necessity 
of dying the awful death through His voluntary dying the death of the 
cross for the condemnation which was not His but ours. 

This teaching will be found alike in the writings of the East and of the 
ae with more or less distinctness, in all the early ages of the 

urch. 
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if the death which He willingly died for us stands so co-related 
to the death which has passed upon all men for that all have 
sinned, that the one is the loosing of the other; if it be so that 
‘‘as itis appointed unto men once to die, and after the judgment, 
so Christ was once offered to bear the sin of many,” then 
assuredly we must place the death of Christ in a position of 
supreme prominence in our view of the Christian faith. Of 
necessity it must have importance and prominence in proportion 
as we realize, by the teaching of the Spirit of truth, the real sin- 
fulness of sin, and the awfulness of the condition of fallen man 
condemned to death for sin—condemned with a real condemna- 
tion to all that is in death and beyond what we call death, in 
proportion as we have a true view of the terrible misery of man 
appointed once to die, and to die the death which is the death 
of judgment. 

Truly it is from the standpoint of the conviction of sin, the 
knowledge of our earthly things, the earthly things of our death 
and condemnation, that we must learn to regard aright the 
heavenly things of our great salvation. Therefore said the word 
of our Saviour: “If I have told you earthly things, and ye 
believe not, how shall ye believe if I tell you of heavenly 
things?” It is from the deep places of the valley of humiliation 
—of humiliation for sin—even from the lowlands of the valley 
of the shadow of death, that we can hope to obtain the clearest 
and the truest view of the lifting up of the Son of man upon 
the cross. And from this point of view we shall assuredly see 
it exalted—exalted in prominence, in the prominence of its true 
importance, the true importance of its bearing on the salvation 
of a perishing world. 

Thus we are led on to the more direct teaching of the New 
Testament. We must be very brief. But we must begin by de- 
clining altogether to draw scientific distinctions between the 
teaching on this point of Christ and His Apostles, as well as be- 
tween the testimony of one Evangelist and another. We are 
deeply impressed with the wonderful harmony, rather let us say 
the Divine unity,of the substance—the body of Christian teaching 
in the Bible, beneath the strange variety of clothing which it has 
received from the human element in many minds. We are per- 
suaded that the Gospel according to Christ is also the Gospel 
according to Moses and Isaiah, and the Gospel according to St. 
Paul is also the Gospel according to Peter and John. 

And then, as to the importance and prominence of the death 
of Christ in the scheme of Divine revelation in the Gospel, we 
will call St. Paul to bear witness in the name of all his brethren. 
And let it not be thought that St. Paul could make light of 
other doctrines of the Christian faith. In St. Paul’s view there 
was certainly no depreciation of the doctrine of the incarnation, 
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no low view of the glory of the risen and ascended Saviour. In 
his teaching great was the mystery of godliness, “ Who was mani- 
fest in the flesh”’; great, too, in his view, was the importance of the 
resurrection. “If Christ be not raised,” he says, ‘“‘ ye are yet in 
your sins.” And magnificent was his view of the ulterior results 
of the incarnation—the final triumph of the Redeemer, the glory 
to be revealed; the manifestation of the sons of God, when we, 
who have borne the image of the earthly, shall also bear the image 
of the heavenly ; the deliverance of the whole creation from the 
bondage of corruption into the glorious liberty of the sons of 
God. What, then, but the importance in faith’s view of the 
death of Christ could have moved him to set it in a position of 
such prominence in his teaching? What else could have led 
him to declare, and to act up to his declaration, “I determined 
to know nothing among you, save Jesus Christ and Him 
crucified ”? 

In this connection another consideration should be added of 
no small importance. It may be very briefly stated thus: That 
which is set before faith’s view in the reception of the two holy 
Sacraments is not the incarnation, but the death of Christ. 

As many as are baptized into Christ are baptized “into His 
death,” that they, through His death, may enter by a new birth 
into His life. Those who come to receive the sacrament of the 
Lord’s Supper come to show “the Lord’s death,” and to be made 
partakers, not of the flesh and blood of the life of His humanity 
in the days of His flesh (so understood, the flesh profiteth 
nothing), but of His body and blood as sundered in sacrificial 
death. It is His flesh as “ given for the life of the world,” and His 
blood as “shed for the remission of sins,” which is the true res 
sacramenti in the Holy Eucharist. As Eve has her being from 
the wounded side of the first man in his deep sleep, so the Bride, 
the Lamb’s wife, has her very being from the pierced side of the 
Second Man, the last Adam, even from the deadly wound of the 
death He died for her life. You may add to this, if you will, 


1 It must not, however, be supposed for a moment that we have to do 
with anything like an antagonistic rivalry between the doctrine of the 
Cross and the doctrine of the Incarnation, as if the exaltation of the one 
must needs be the depreciation of the other. 

To teach, as Holy Scripture teaches, that the Incarnation was subservient 
to the atonement of Christ’s blood, is not to depreciate the doctrine of 
the Incarnation. It exalts it. 

To deny the testimony that the Incarnation was in order to Christ’s 
death on the Cross for man, is either to turn the force of the doctrine of 
the Incarnation into some unscriptural channel, or else to make the In- 
carnation by itself alone a thing complete in itself for meeting the needs 
of sinful man. And this is indeed to depreciate the doctrine of the 
Atonement, and to do violence to the doctrine of the Incarnation as taught 
in Holy Scripture. 
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that the only memorial of Himself which Christ has left upon 
earth is the memorial of His death. He has left us no ordained 
remembrance of His incarnation, save as His incarnation is in- 
cluded in His passion, save as it is implied in the symbols of 
His body crucified and His blood outpoured for the sins of the 
world. 

But we must hasten to advert to another consideration of 
great moment—one which appears to us to bring the greatest 
weight to bear on the matter before us. On one side and another 
we are hearing the mediseval question revived—If man had not 
sinned, would the Son of God have become incarnate? The 
testimony of Christian antiquity led up to an answer “No.” The 
voices of scholastic theology answered discordantly “ Yea” and 
‘Nay.’ The speculations of German mysticism declared the 
answer must be “ Yes.” We have no hesitation, however, in 
saying that, in view of “the Lamb slain from the foundation of 
the world,” the only answer to that question should be, “ There 
are no zfs in the higher region of the eternal counsels of the Most 
High.’”? But no doubt those who now ask the question, intending 
to suggest an affirmative answer, do so with a desire to lead our 
thoughts to ulterior results of the incarnation—results connected 
with the high destinies appointed for the Being created to reflect 
the Divine Image, and to share in the Divine dominion—results, 
in a word, which have to do with the dignity of man’s high 
calling, rather than with the low estate of his fall. Now, we 


1 See Methodius, De Sancta Cruce, Apud Gretserum, Tom. ii., p. 401. 
Ratisb., 1754 ; Alexander, Bishop of Alexandria, “De passione” in Clark’s 
Ante-Nicene Library, vol. xiv., pp. 359, 361, 362, 363; Athanasius, De 
Incarn. v., § 20 and § 22; Op., Tom. i.; par. i.. pp. 51, 53, Edit. Ben. 
Patav. 1777; and Orat. i, Contra Arianos, § 49; Op., Tom. 1. par. 1, 
p. 357, and especially Orat. ii, § 54, Tom. i, par. 1, p. 413. Also 
Ambrose, De Incarn., Dom., cap. vi., § 56; Op., Tom. ii., c. 716, Edit. 
Ben. 1690; also Chrysostom, on Heb., cap. ii., Hom. v.; Op., Tom. xii., 
p. 52, Edit. Montfaucon, 1735. Also Rufinus, Expos. Symb., in Op. 
Cypriani, c. 193, Edit. Baluz. Venet. 1728. Also Leo, De Pentecoste, 
Serm. iii., “‘ Hodiernam,” § 2,in Hept. Pres., p. 76, ¢, i.; also Greg. Mag. 
in prim. Regum, Lib. iv., cap. i. ; Op., Tom. ili., par.ii., c. 179, Edit. Ben. 
Venet. 1744; cf. Tom.i., c. 84. See also Aquinas, Sum., par. lii., art. 3, 
Tom. vil., p. 7 seqg.; Lugduni, 1663. 

2 “Perhaps the very inquiry, What would have followed if God had not 
done as He has? may have in it some very great impropriety, and ought 
not to be carried on any further than is necessary to help on partial and 
inadequate conceptions of things” (‘‘ Butler’s Analogy,” part ii., ch. v., 
§ 5, Note, p. 207. Oxford, 1844). 

What Bishop Butler has here written concerning the doings of God 
Himself may, perhaps, be allowed to have an indirect application to what 
God certainly foreknew of the doings of man in the great crisis of his 
early history. 

3 It can scarcely be questioned that, in the original creation of man, 
there was in view the incarnation of Christ, and of Christ as “ the first- 
born of many brethren”—brethren for whom the prayer was to be 
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may very well admit all that is here pleaded for. Nay, more: 
we may very earnestly contend for the truth which is here set 
before us. But we must still more earnestly insist on this—that 
when all this has been admitted, it will only add force to the 
argument that, wherever the purpose of the incarnation is set 
before us in Holy Scripture, it is always connected, not with the 
exalted dignity of man’s vocation, but with the ruin which has 
been brought on man’s history by the work of Satan and of sin. 
Can we have higher evidence of the supreme importance of the 
death of Christ, of the prominent place it should occupy in the 
faith of the Christian Church ? 

There are ulterior results of the incarnation. There must 
have been, we may say, higher purposes, in some sense, in view 
when the Word was made flesh and dwelt among us. But when 
we ask of the Word of ‘God for what purpose the Son of God 
came into the world, the answer always is one which directs our 
thoughts to His death, or to His work of undoing the workings 
of the Evil One. Is not His very name—His appointed name 
because He should save His people from their sins—a witness to 
“the faithful saying, worthy of all acceptation that Christ Jesus 
came into the world to save sinners”? We are taught that His 
coming was “to be the propitiation for our sins” ; that we “might 
live through Him”; “to seek and to save that which was lost” ; 
“to call sinners to repentance”; “to give His life a ransom for 
many”; to break up the power of the le in man’s heart by 
bearing “witness to the truth” (the truth which, above all, is 
manifested by the Cross); “to destroy the works of the devil”; 
“to reconcile all things to the Father”; “through death to destroy 
(bring to nought) him that had the power of death, that is 


answered, “ Father, I will that they also, whom Thou hast given Me, be 
with Me where I am, that they may behold the glory which Thou hast 
given Me, for Thou lovedst Me before the foundation of the world” 
(John xvii. 24). Some valuable observations will be found in Dorner, 
‘Person of Christ,” Div. i1., vol, ili., pp. 237-246. (Engl. Trans.) 

Professor Bright observes that the argument from Col. ii. 15, proves 
too much for an affirmative answer to the question (St. Leo, on Inc., p. 
218). But Col. i. 15 certainly seems to forbid the idea of the Incarnation 
being anything at all like an after-thought which had for its purpose 
merely to correct the evil of an event which had, in any sense, taken God 
by surprise. See Dale on ‘“ Atonement,” pp. 497, 498 ; also pp. 407-410. 

If the Scotist view may sometimes have a tendency to make light of 
the fall of man, and the exceeding sinfulness and condemnation of sin, 
the Thomist view is not altogether free from the danger of withdrawing 
from the eyes of the understanding the thought of the promise of life 
before the eternal ages (Tit. i. 2) and of the Church chosen in Christ 
before the foundation of the world (Ephes. i. 4), according to the eternal 
purpose of Him Who worketh all things after the counsel of His own 
will (Ephes. i. 11) as well as the devout contemplation of “the wisdom 
of God in a mystery, even the hidden wisdom which God ordained before 
the world, unto our glory ” (1 Cor. ii. 7). 
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the devil, and to deliver them who, through fear of death, were 
all their life-time subject to bondage.” Have we here the 
answer from the oracles of God to the question, ‘‘ Cur Deus 
homo?’ Then, surely, we are not wrong in affirming that 
we have here a strange contrast—nay, rather a striking contra- 
diction—to any dictum of modern scientific theology, which’ 
would declare, “Christ did not come into the world to die; 
He died because He came into the world.” 

Why is it, we ask, that in answer to our inquiry, the ulterior 
purposes of the incarnation are never mentioned in Holy Scrip- 
ture? Surely the answer must be one which will bear witness 
to the prominence, the stupendous importance, which in faith’s 
view should attach itself to the redeeming death of Christ. 

And is there no witness, we must ask, to the same truth in 
the prayer of Gethsemane, in the blood-drops of the agony, in 
the great cry of Calvary? Is there no testimony in the portents 
of earth and sky, in the darkness and the earthquake ? Still more 
in the opening of the graves and the rending of the veil ? 
Surely these are witnesses, whose voices, before silent, are bidden 
to tell of effects which result not from the incarnation of Christ, 
but from the death of the incarnate Son of God.t 


Here we must close for the present. In this chapter we have 
aimed at nothing more than a sketch. And we are very 
sensible how imperfect a sketch has been set before the reader. 
Yet we cannot but regard it as sufficient—imore than sufficient 
to show the subservience (in some sense) of the doctrine of the 
incarnation to the doctrine of the atonement, to show clearly 
the prominent position, the position of stupendous importance, 
which the death of Christ must ever occupy in the true faith of 
the Christian Church. 

Assuredly they who, led by the spirit of truth, have learned the 


1 “ Mortalitas pena peccati is written upon human history, as presented 
to us in the Bible, with an unmistakable and reiterated emphasis, What 
now do we see in the case of Jesus Christ? A sinless man suffering by 
sin, with sin, for sin. His outward circumstances, His frequent and deep 
mental distress, His shameful and ignominious death, which was (how- 
ever we proceed to interpret it) ‘on account of our transgressions,’ make 
up a picture of suffering such as may well startle and amaze us whenever 
we thoughtfully contemplate it, and remember who the sufferer was. ‘ Ille 
innocens, ille justus, immo Innocentia ipse et ipse Justitia inter facino- 
rosos deputatur et testimoniis falsis Veritas premitur, judicatur Judica- 
turus et Dei Sermo ad crucem tacens ducitur.. And when we view 
Christ’s sufferings, specially in connection with His death, His agony and 
bloody sweat, His cross and passion, His death and burial, how can we 
adequately in any way explain them without being constrained to admit 
that, however mysterious the Revelation is, something of penalty for sin 
must be recognised in what He underwent for us ?” (Dr. Saumarez Smith, 
“‘Poena Vicaria,” p. 10). 
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faith of the Apostles, have been taught like them to glory only 
in the Cross of Christ. And surely they who have learned to 
glory in nothing save in the Cross of our Lord Jesus Christ will 
not marvel to behold in the heavenly vision “a Lamb as it had 
been slain,” and to hear in the new song around the throne the 
voice of those who say: “Thou art worthy to take the book, 
and to open the seals thereof; for Thou wast slain, and hast 
redeemed men to God by Thy blood, out of every kindred, and 
tongue, and people, and nation, and hast made them to be unto 
our God a kingdom and priests.” 


CHAPTER II. 
THE MORAL LAW. 


[* a former paper we desired to direct renewed attention to the 

prominent position occupied by the death of Christ in 
the whole scheme of Divine Revelation. And we relied mainly 
on Scriptural arguments, simple and obvious and common- 
place, which modern (so-called) scientific theology is in danger 
of neglecting, but the weight of which, we maintain, it is utterly 
unscientific to ignore. 

We have now to proceed a step farther on the same lines, 
desiring to follow the same course, relying still on the force 
of simple argument, such as will be easily intelligible to child- 
like understandings. 

The theological tendencies which are seen to be deducting 
from the importance given to the Cross of Christ in the testi- 
mony of Holy Scripture, will be found to aim also at correcting 
popular views of the relation of the death of Christ both to the 
moral and ceremonial law of God. Jn other words, our new 
teachers are dissatisfied with the doctrines of the Reformation in 
their bearing on the connection of Christ’s death both (1) with 
the justification of man, and (2) the sacerdotal office of Christ. 

In the present paper we must confine ourselves to the first of 
these points. Our aim must be very briefly to touch upon the 
matters in controversy between the old and the new, or 
between the (so-called) popular and scientific, theologies on the 
matter of the relation of Christ’s death to the justification of the 
sinner. 

There are three words in this connection which seem to be 
specially obnoxious in the view of modern thought. Those 
words are substitution, imputation, vicarious penalty. Such 
words, we are told, are to be rejected as conveying ideas which, 
unless cleared away, must form an insuperable barrier between 
the thought of our age and the acceptance of Christianity. They 
are regarded as expressing, not the true doctrine of the Atone- 
ment, but a human conception, an earthborn explanation of the 
redeeming work of Christ, such as is nowhere contained in 
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Holy Scripture, and never formed any part of the faith of the 
early Christian Church. 

Now, we are persuaded that consideration is justly due to the 
difficulties suggested by philosophic thought, and scientific 
inguiry. And we believe that due weight has not always been 
given to honest objections of inquiring minds. We are con- 
fident that we ought willingly to acknowledge any weak point 
in our teachin which can be shown to be inconsistent with the 
established results of modern science and recent criticism. But 
we are fully persuaded, also, that no method of investigating this 
subject can fairly be called scientific which does not weigh 
fairly in the balance the arguments which appeal to a sanctified 
common-sense taking a wide and comprehensive view of the 
matter before it. We proceed to submit some considerations 
which we regard as very important in their bearing on this 
subject. 

I. And, first, we have to state a proposition, which we ask to 
have well tested and carefully weighed. And when weighed we 
ask that it may have its true weight assigned to it in view of the 
inquiry we are entering upon. Our proposition is this: That, 
according to the teaching of Holy Scripture, THE DEATH OF 
CHRIST AFFECTS THE MATTER OF MAN’S JUSTIFICATION, NOT IN- 
DIRECTLY, BUT DIRECTLY ; NOT MEDIATELY, BUT IMMEDIATELY. 
The evidence of this, we think, is very clear; and the importance 
of this, we are sure, is very great. It is of no small moment 
that the meaning of this proposition should be fully apprehended, 
and that its truth should be firmly established in our minds. 

It is incredible that the great work of the Incarnate Son 
of God upon earth should be a work without a wonder. It 
is impossible that the grand achievement which He came into 
the world to accomplish should not be, in some very real sense, a 
miracle, And if it be so, as we have seen, that, according to the 
clear testimony of Scripture, He came into the world to die— 
can it be supposed that the effect of His death will not be 
a marvel? It is surely not to be doubted that so stupendous an 
event as the death of the Eternal Son of God—an event, as our 
former paper showed, of such vast importance, and such exalted 
prominence in the oracles of God—can have the force of its result 
thrown into any effect without making that effect to be 
marvellous in our eyes. 

We commend this consideration to all those who regard man’s 
justification—however connected with the death of Christ—as 
practically the result of human attainment, needing no miracle 
of grace on the Divine side, but a certain amount of painful 
effort, with a certain amount of Divine assistance, on the human 
side. But we have at present in view a more definite, and a 
very subtle and dangerous, form of error. 
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Tf, then, the effect of Christ’s death be thrown only 
indirectly upon the matter of justification—in other words, 
if the death of Christ touch the matter of our justification, by 
first of all qualifying us (in some sense) for being justified, and 
so bringing us into a state of justification in virtue of this 
qualification—then we may, perhaps, look to find the whole 
marvel in the qualification, and nothing marvellous—nothing 
but what is natural, in the justification resulting. *But if, on the 
other hand, the effect of the death of Christ be thrown directly 
into the matter of justification, then we should assuredly expect 
that the result must be to make the method of the justification 
of sinners in the New Testament supremely and Divinely mar- 
vellous. If the faith of the awakening sinner’s soul were to be 
taught to look to the death of Christ as first of all (first either 
in the order of time or of causation), preparing the way for, or, in 
some sort, effecting, such a miraculous insertion of himself into 
the mystical Body of Christ, that in virtue of a supernatural ex- 
tension of the Incarnation, and of some inherent quality thereby 
infused into his soul, or through the reception of the sanctifying 
power of the Holy Ghost! he had become a fit and natural, a 
worthy and deserving object of justifying grace; and after that, 
or because of that, were taught to believe himself justified (7.e., 
accounted righteous) for the merit of that which had thus been 
miraculously implanted within him—then the marvel might be 
sought and found, not in the method of justification, but in the 
inwrought qualification meriting justification. But if it be 
so that the Chiistian’s faith is taught to see his justification 
resulting dirctly from the death of Christ, quite apart from merit 
of his own, or qualification? within him—+then, assuredly, must 
the faith of the Christian look to find his justification in God’s 
sight, a marvel—a miracle of grace. 

Now that the death of Christ does affect the matter of our 
justification, not indirectly, but directly ; not mediately, but im- 
mediately, we may cite as sufficient evidence (though much more 
might be adduced) two passages from the Epistle to the Romans. 
The first is in chapter iv., beginning with verse 4: “ Now to him 


1 There is here no questioning of the truth that a Divine leading, 
a spiritual preparation, is needed before the soul can receive this truth 
and apprehend this free justification. It is only by the incoming of the 
true Light that man’s soul comes to know its own darkness and death, 
its sin and condemnation. The true conviction of sin can come to the 
sin-deceived heart only by the operation of the Holy Spirit of Truth. 

2 We are not, of course, to be understood as ignoring either the truc 
summing up (avacepadcaiwoic) of humanity in ‘“ the second man, the Lord 
from heaven,” or “the mystical union that is betwixt Christ and His 
Church ;” neither as making light of the sacramental washing of re- 
generation in the “fountain open for sin and for uncleanness,” or of the 
Eucharistic Communion of the Sacrificed Body and Blood of Christ. 
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that worketh, the reward is not reckoned as of grace, but as of 
debt. But to him that worketh not, but believeth on Him that 
justifieth the ungodly, his faith is reckoned for righteousness. 
Even as David also pronounceth blessing upon the man, 
unto whom God reckoneth righteousness apart from works, 
saying, Blessed are they whose iniquities are forgiven, and 
whose sins are covered. Blessed is the man to whom the Lord 
will not reckon sin.” The second is in chapter v., beginning 
with verse 8: “ But God commendeth His own love toward us, in 
that, while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us. Much 
more, then, being now justified by His blood, shall we be saved 
from the wrath of God through Him. For if, while we were 
enemies, we were reconciled to God through the death of His 
Son, much more, being reconciled, shall we be saved by His life.” 

Surely, for our present purpose, these extracts need no com- 
ment, and no addition. Could anything be added to the 
evidence they afford as regards the point we are insisting upon ? 
And surely we are, then, justified in inferring that, since the 
death of the Son of God affects dvrectly, and rmmediutely, the 
method of a sinner’s justification, that justification must have 
in it somewhat that is marvellous, somewhat that shall make it 
to be a Divine miracle of heavenly grace. 

II. The next proposition we have to state is this: THE DEATH 
OF CHRIST STANDS ALONE IN THUS DIRECTLY AFFECTING THE 
MATTER OF MAN’S JUSTIFICATION.! There are essential antece- 


1 Tt is not questioned that our justification ‘can be based upon the 
death of Christ only on condition that the value of His life... be taken 
into consideration in inseparable connection with that fact ” (Ritschl “on 
Justification and Reconciliation,” Int., p. 2). The value of the price paid 
is always inseparably connected with the payment of a debt. The pay- 
ment could not be a payment without it. The value is necessarily in- 
volved in the payment. Yet it is the payment, as such alone, which 
discharges the debt. 

Again, it is not questioned that we may be truly said to be justified in 
the righteousness of Christ—the righteousness of His obedience, the 
righteousness of His life. But His righteousness and life are made ours 
only through His making our sin and death to be His; as St. Augustin 
says: ‘‘ Delicta nostra sua delicta fecit, ut justitiam suam nostram justi- 
tiam faceret ” (on Ps, xxi. 3, Op. Tom. iv., par.i., c. 95. Paris, 1681). 

The death of Christ would have availed nothing for man’s salvation 
but for that Divine righteousness which made His resurrection a neces- 
sary consequence. Yet it was by His death alone—the death which over- 
came death—that He made a way for us out of, and quite beyond, the 
law’s condemnation into the grace of the Gospel—into the justification 
of life. 

The same truth is clearly asserted in Heb. ix. 15: “‘ For this cause He 
is the mediator of the New Testament, that by means of death (o7w¢ 
Qavdrov yevouévov) for the redemption of the transgressions that were 
under the first testament (cic drodttpwow Tey éxi TH ToWry DiaOHKky Tapa- 
Bdcewv), they which are called might receive the promise of eternal in- 
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dent qualifications no doubt; but it is, according to the teach- 
ings of Holy Scripture, by the death of Christ, simply as death, 
and because it is death, that sinners are justified. 

The witness to this truth comes together, not only from the 
teaching of the Old Testament, from the evidence of type and of 
prophecy, from the declarations concerning the atonement of 
blood, and the testimony to the servant of Jehovah pouring out 
his soul unto death, but also from an accumulation of passages 
in the New Testament, the weight of which cannot fairly be 
estimated by directing attention only to a selection. Neverthe- 
less, the plan we have set before us, and the exigencies of our 
space, demand curtailment ; and it must suffice to call for proof 
the teaching of one text, the force of which, as bearing on this 
point, seems to have been strangely overlooked, though it appears 
to be clearly and absolutely decisive. 

It will not be questioned by any who have studied the 
Apostle’s argument in the Epistle to the Romans, that it is 
through justification that we pass from being under the law, with 
its condemnation, to the condition in which we are not under 
the law, but under grace. But the seventh chapter sets before 
us this deliverance, as corresponding to the liberty with which a 
woman is made free by the death of her husband. As death 
breaks the bond by which the law binds man and wife together, 
so it is death—only death—which breaks the bond which, by 
the law, binds the sinner under the law and its condemning 
bondage. We are delivered from the law, discharged from the 
law by death, 7.e., by the death of Christ for us. “ Ye also,” 
the Apostle says, “ were made dead to the law by the Body of 
Christ; that ye should be joined to another, even to Him who 
was raised from the dead.”! 


heritance.”’ (See also Heb. ii. 14, which implies the same deliverance by 
the death of Christ ALONE. See also Rom. v. 9, 10.) 

The efforts made to turn the force of this teaching appear to furnish 
an instructive example of the violence which must be done to the lan- 
guage of Holy Scripture before it can possibly be made even to seem to 
be tolerant of the new Gospel of the Incarnation. 

1 So in verse 6: KkarnoynOnpey amd Tod vdpov, arobarvdyrec (the reading 
ano8avévroc appears to rest on no authority beyond a conjecture, or 
mistake of Beza’s). Compare vi. 7: 6 yap aro8avwy deducaiwrar ard Tij¢ 
apagriac. 

Godet translates : ‘‘ Ye have been put to death in relation to the law.” 

In Christ’s being put to death for us we have been put to death. His 
death for us is our death. So 2 Cor. v. 14: ‘That One died for all, 
therefore all died” (R.V., tic drip wavrwy anéiOarer, doa ot wavreg aréOavor). 

It should be observed that “the Apostle is insisting on the fact that 
death dissolves legal obligation ; but he is not drawing an exact parallel 
between the persons in his example and the persons in his application” 
(Alford, in loc.). 

The idea of our spiritual crucifixion in Christ Crucified for us is no 
doubt involved, and may perhaps be prominent in the Apostle’s view, 
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It is obvious that—unless we make void the Apostle’s teaching 
altogether—as death stands alone in affecting the matter of the 
wife’s release from the law as pertaining to matrimony, so death— 


(See Godet’s Comment. and Dr. Gifford, in loc.) Compare vi. 6, 7, and 
Gal. ii. 19, 20. But this does not at all break the force of the argument 
in the text. Underneath that spiritual conformity to Christ’s death is 
undoubtedly the objective fact of Christ’s death for us, The words 
dua rod owparoce Tov Xpiorov are decisive upon this. Alford compares 
Oud Tie Te0THOPaS TOV GWpaToc ’Inoov Xptorow (Heb. x. 10). 

So Theophylact : El vexpoi yeysvaré, pnow, obk éoré Vd vopoy . . . "Amn)- 
AaYNTE OUV Kai VEig TOU Vopou did TOU CWUATOG TOU XoLOTOV, TOU cravpwHhiYToc 
kai Oavarwhévroc vrin yoy. Td yao oGpua éxewo Oia rovTo @avarwOn, wa dpeic 
amo0arvynre TH vom (in loc.). ' 

And so CGcumenius: Tote tirebovrac sicayet TH Oavarw Xpisrov a7o- 
Pavévrac arb Tov vdjou, OO Kai Elevdenwbévrac. El Ody rov vowov aro8avérvroc 
ovK tore TapaBarne 0 KaTadkyTavwy avToy Kai TLoTEbwY TH KuoLY, TOAAD “adAOV 
dy kal avréc Tic aTo00arvy, Wore, dnoi Kai Husic aTEeOdvomev, AéXUTAL ATO Tot 
vomov, Kai ovK tore TapaBarne (in loc.). 

So Chrysostom had said: Toitc Gow 6 vopog Keira’ roic de reOynkdoww 
obkére Ovararrerac.. . ovOE yao amhGc TEONKE TOY Bavaroy, ad\Aa TaAW Toy Taira 
éoyasdmevoy Toy oraupdy sionyaye, Kai Tabty ToWwWY Huadc UrEvOdvouC? dv yap 
aTAGE aandrAdKAynrTE, Onow, AAG Oia TOU Oavarov Tov OEecroriKov. Mavarwlore 
yap, no, TH Vopp Oud TOU owpaTog TOV Xo.orov. (In Ep. Rom. Hom., xii, 
§ 2, 3, Op. Tom., ix., pp. 544, 545, 546, edit. Montfaucon, Paris, 1731.) - 

Wordsworth says: “ They had been made dead to the law through the 
body of Christ, the Second Adam, who was their Representative, and 
who underwent, as the universal Proxy of mankind, the curse due for 
disobedience, and so liberated them from the law” (in loc.), 

Moule says: ‘‘ The word ‘ body’ is used instead of ‘death,’ probably to 
remind the readers that the Lord ‘ took our nature upon Him’ expressly 
in view of His death (see Heb. ii. 14). Meanwhile, the truth of the 
connection between believers and their Head—their second Adam—is 
still full in view. By virtue of it the death of the Lord counts as the 
death of His brethren, in respect of the claim of the law upon them” 

in loc. ). 

The following extracts from the Commentary of Beet are specially 
valuable (the italics are ours) : “ The essential points of comparison are 
that we are set free from the law, according to the principles of the law ; 
and by death, not of ourselves, but of another” (p. 198). ‘‘ We are re- 
minded that the law does not even claim authority over the dead ; and 
therefore not over ws, for we are practically dead. Through the death of 
Christ we stand in the position of the woman who is released by the 
death of the first husband from the law which forbad her second mar- 
riage. Therefore the death of Christ has put us beyond the domain of 
the law” (p. 200). “By the death of Christ we are released from the 
bondage to which tbe justice of God bound us ; in a way which does not 
contradict, but manifests, the justice of God ; and in order that we may 
be united to Christ, and thus live a life devoted to God” (p. 201). 
‘ Justification through the death of Christ ...is plainly implied in this 
section. .. We are also plainly taught that Christ died in our place” 
(p. 201, 5th edition). 

In connection with the argument in the text, it is very important to 
compare Coloss. i, 21, 22: ‘“ Now hath He reconciled in the body of His 
flesh, through DEATH” (éy rp owpare rhc capKde abrod Oud Tov Pavarov) ; which 
corresponds with iwnvoromeoag Oia Tov alwurtog Tov cravpov airov of verse 20. 

This witness is surely too distinct to be evaded, too strong to be over- 
thrown. 

2—2 
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the death of Christ for us, and our death in His death—stands alone 
in affecting the matter of our justification, that we should be not 
under the law, but under grace. As it is by death, simply as 
death, that the wife is released from the law of her husband, so 
it is by the death of Christ, simply as death, and because it is 
death, that sinners are released from the law of condemnation, 
and from the condemnation of the law. 

III. It is but a corollary to this, but it is of sufficient 
importance to be stated separately, that we set down as 
a third proposition, That IT IS NOT SIMPLY IN VIRTUE OF HIs 
HOLY OBEDIENCE IN SUBMITTING HIMSELF UNTO DEATH THAT 
THE DEATH OF CHRIST AFFECTS THE MATTER OF THE JUSTIFICATION 
OF MAN.! 

In the case of the man and his wife, the death which releases is 
altogether dissociated in thought from any character of obedience 
or holiness atall. As little, we may be sure, is the justification of 
man, the release from the law’s condemnation, to be connected 
with the death of Christ, regarded only as a signal example or 
a crowning act of His life-long obedience to the will of His 
_ Father. 

Undoubtedly His sinless perfection, His perfect humanity, His 
obedience unto death, as of a lamb without blemish and without 
spot, had to do with the redemption of the world, had to do with 
the atonement for sin.2. These were necessary conditions to 


1 What is said above is not intended to touch on the matter of the 
shades of divergence in the teaching of certain theologians of the Re- 
formation as to the part which should be assigned to the life and the 
part which shall be assigned to the death of Christ in the work of 
redemption. It is not questioned that the death would have availed 
nothing without the perfect obedience, active and passive. But it is 
certain, by the teaching of Holy Scripture, that the perfect obedience 
availed not, apart from the death. It was by the death of Christ that 
the debt of sin was paid. It was by the death of Christ that the prison- 
door was opened. It was Christ that did it—Christ, the Incarnate Word ; 
Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, who knew nosin. He alone could 
do it, and He did it by His death. 

2 And our justification may very well be regarded as, in some sense, 
the result of that obedience. But if it is spoken of as owing to the 
merit of that obedience, we must be cautious how we understand such 
language. The prime error of Anselm’s scheme appears to be this—that 
he sets down the salvation of men as the due reward of the merit of 
Christ’s obedience unto death. Similar errors seem to vitiate very much 
of the scholastic theology. And they are certainly influencing largely 
the tendencies of modern philosophical thought. Far too near an approach 
to this view will be found also in the doctrine of a different school, as 
expressed, e.g., by Canon T, T. Carter in “ Correspondence with Marriott,” 
part ii., pp. 85, 86. Compare Oxenham’s “ Doct. of Atonement,” p. 88, 
third edition. A similar view appears in the scheme of Dr. Taylor. See 
Magee on “ Atonement,” Diss., No. xvi., pp. 50,51 Our justification does 
not result from the merit of Christ’s obedience—not even of that obedience 
unto death, guaé obedience—but from the merit (or efficacy) of that death, 


The Moral Law. yt 


make His death available and efficacious. Let it not be thought 
for a moment that, in view of Christ’s satisfaction for sin, we 
would depreciate the value of Christ’s life or the merit of His 
holiness. God forbid! Let them be set down to the value of 
the price, the price at which we were bought. Let even a still 
higher function be assigned to them if you will. All we contend 
for is this: That the price was not paid, and, therefore, the 
purchase not made, and, therefore, the ransom not effected, save 
by the death of Christ. Therefore we were ‘‘ redeemed to God 
by His Blood.” 

No doubt in the history of the death and exaltation of Christ 
we are to see exhibited the supreme example of the truth, “ He 
that humbleth himself shall be exalted.” No doubt, also, we are 
to recognise in the passion of the Lord Jesus that which was 
infinitely well pleasing to the Father, as the accomplishment of 
the word, “Lo, I come to do Thy will, O God.” Doubtless, 
also, we may well look at the solidarity of Christ with the: 
human nature of the whole race He came to redeem, and the 
sympathetic oneness which made His perfect humanity so open 
to the griefs and sorrows, and the weight of sins belonging to 
His brethren. Beyond question we do well to take all this 
into view when we contemplate the Cross and Passion of our 
Redeemer. But none of these things share with His death the 
efficacy which it has as affecting the justification of man. In 
this matter the death of Christ may, in some very true sense, be 
said to stand quite alone. It does not stand alone in the record 
of sympathy, and obedience, and sorrow, and suffering, and 
submission. It is the consummation of a life of perfect devo- 
tion, yet it is but the crowning part of a whole. But it does 
stand alone in its solitary glory as affecting directly the matter 
of the justification of man, making it a marvel, a miracle of 
erace.? 


which resulted from that obedience; from the fact that by dying He 
paid the full debt of death unto sin (“‘In that He died, He died unto sin 
once for all”), and then rose from the dead to be alive for evermore. 
The merit by which our condemnation is taken away is the merit and 
efficacy of His death, gud death. It is through the fact accomplished in 
His death that He becomes the Lord our Righteousness, and that we are 
made to be the righteousness of God in Him. 

1 While, however, Christ’s obedience—qud obedience—did not, and 
could not of itself procure our justification (for in that was no bearing 
our sins, no enduring the just sentence on our transgressions, no making 
a way to life through the barrier of our condemnation to death, no 
breaking up and breaking through the power of the enemy, no spoiling 
the strong man armed, no taking possession of the keys of death and of 
Hades), yet it must be clearly seen that it was His obedience—qud 
obedience—which gave to His death its very power to justify ; for how 
should He be made ‘“‘sin for us” except He “ knew no sin’’? And how, 
otherwise, should we be made the righteousness of God in Him ? 
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We may think it well to insist on the importance of giving 
due regard to the moral and spiritual elements in the atonement 
of Christ, in the sufferings which pertained to His bearing our 
sins in His own Body on the tree, and receiving in His soul the 
wages of our sin. But none of these pleadings should be allowed 
to obscure the truth that the very death of Christ, as death, has 
a glory all its own—the glory of taking quite out of the way 
the awful condemnation of the sinner’s sin. 

Admire as much as you will the heroism of that adorable self- 
sacrificing love of Him who is very God of very God. Extol as 
highly as you can the holy obedience which was willing to 
suffer the untold and unknown sufferings of the cross, to bear 
even unto death the unutterable load which made Him say, 
‘““My God, My God, why hast Thou forsaken Me?’ But be 
sure that all this would not have availed; all this, if the testi- 


It must be remembered that our subject is not the justification of man, 
but the death of Christ. And while it may be desirable from one point 
of view to regard the obedience of Christ and the death of Christ in their 
intimate connection (see O’Brien, “ Nature and Effect of Faith,” p. 358, 
3rd edition ; and Buchanan, ‘Doctrine of Justification,” pp. 306, 307, 
Edinburgh, 1867), our present purpose requires us to look at them in 
their distinct separation. 

Dr. M’Leod Campbell (whose thoughtful work on “ The Nature of the 
Atonement” appears to have greatly influenced other writers) says: 
“The sufferings of Christ in making His soul an offering for sin being 
what they were, was it the pain as pain and as a penal infliction, or was 
it the pain as a condition and form of holiness and love under the 
pressure of our sin and consequent misery, that is presented to our faith 
as the essence of the sacrifice and its atoning virtue ?” (p. 118). To this 
question we answer that, according to the teaching of Holy Scripture 
and the faith of the’ Early Church, it was simply death as death—death 
as the penal consequence of sin—death qud death alone; not qud, “a 
form of holiness and love,” to which our redemption is to be ascribed. 
It has been well said: “ When Jesus is described as the Lamb of God 
who bore our sins, is all that is meant this, that Jesus appreciated the 
extent and enormity of our sins, and repented of them in our stead ? 
Dr. Campbell’s reply is in the affirmative... The... question is, ‘ Is this 
atonement by vicarious confession Scriptural ?? And the reply must be 
that, whilst a vicarious bearing of the punishment of death decreed upon 
human sin is abundantly Scriptural, not a single precedent can be ad- 
vanced for a vicarious confession of sins” (Cave, “ Doctrine of Sacrifice,” 
pp. 357, 358). The same writer adds : ‘‘ A crucial point for such a theory 
is the explanation it affords of the death of Christ. The consensus of the 
New Testament teaching attaches an inexpressible importance to the 
death of Christ in the achievement of reconciliation between God and 
man... Dr. Campbell’s view is that death was superadded to the incar- 
nation to afford opportunity of experiencing the heights of trust and 
the depths of sin. But appeal may be confidently made to any student 
of the Scriptures whether such conceptions are ever wholly or in part 
attached to the death of Christ in the New Testament ” (pp. 359, 360). 

It may be added that in early Christian writers there will, we believe, 
be constantly found recognised the efficacy of vicarious satisfaction—of 
vicarious repentance never, 
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mony of Holy Scripture is true, ded not avail to accomplish the 
work which He came into the world to do without His death, 
It is His death which did it all; it is His death which is “for 
the redemption of the transgressions which were under the first 
covenant ;” it is His Blood which is “the Blood of the New 
Testament.” Our redemption, the forgiveness of our sins, is in 
that Blood—‘the Blood of the everlasting covenant.”? Hear 
His own words: “This is My Blood of the New Testament, 
which is shed for you and for many for the remission of sins.”’ 

IV. The next proposition we have to state is this: That THE 
DEATH OF CHRIST AFFECTS THE JUSTIFICATION OF MAN BY AFFECT- 
ING THE ATTRIBUTES OF GOD, by reconciling Divine perfections 
im their bearing on the condition of fallen humanity. 


This is a subject which it behoves us to approach as with, 
shoes taken off our feet, desiring, as a weaned child, not to) 


exercise ourselves in things which are too high for us, and 


deeply conscious how little way our thoughts can reach towards | 
thoughts and ways which are higher than the heavens. Never- | 


theless, in view of the redeeming work of the Son of God, we 
do well to lift up our hearts in exulting joy, in triumphant 
adoration, recognising the truth that in the atonement of our 
great Melchizedek, mercy and truth are met together, righteous- 
ness and peace have kissed each other. 

Again we must confine ourselves to the witness of one only 
text, though the teaching of that text cannot fairly be cut 
asunder from the argument of which it forms part.? 


1 See the valuable sermon of Bishop Andrewes on Ps, Ixxxv. 10, 11, 
A.C.L., vol. i., Serm. xi., p. 175 sqq. See especially pp. 181, 184, 185. 

Olshausen well says: ‘‘ Here righteousness and grace melt into an 
ineffable unity, as they are one in God Himself; for the forgiveness of 
sins on account of the death of Christ is od card vépov, obd& Kara vopou, 
aNAG UTép VOMOY Kal UTED VoOpOV ; 2.e., not according to the law, for by that 
each was to bear his own sin; nor yet against the law, since in the 
sufferings of Christ satisfaction was rendered to its demands ; but above 
the law, because grace is mightier than righteousness ; and for the law, 
because it is itself established thereby” (On Rom., p. 152, edit. Clark, 
1849). 

z Let the reader read carefully the preceding context, especially verses 
19, 20, 23 ; and then in the chapter following let him mark well the 
teaching of verses 5- 8, especially the expression, muorévoyte éri roy ducarovra 
roy aoe8h, and compare with this the LXX. of Exod. xxiii. 7, od ducawoee 
Tov aceBy «. 6., and of Isa. v, 23, Ot ducarodyreg roy acesn «. 6. (with which 
compare Prov. xvii. 15 and xxiv. 24) ; and he can hardly fail, we think, to 
wonder that any expositor should fail to see here anything ‘of the idea 
just and yet a justifier.” Moule excellently says: “‘ And’ here plainly 

‘even whilst,’ the Cross reconciled two seeming incompatibles—jealousy 
for the law and Judicial acquittal of the guilty” (¢ Joc.). 

St. Bernard says : “Sed que, inquis, justitia est ut innocens moriatur 
pro impio? Non est justitia, sed misericordia .. ..At vero si justitia non 
est, non tamen contra justitiam est. Alioquia et justus et misericors 
simul esse non potest” (“ De laude Nove Militiz,” cap. xi., § 23, op. tom. 
1., c. 559, 560, edit. Venet., 1750). 
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We quote Rom. iii. 23-26 from the Revised Version, which 
few will now dispute as giving, in the main, the true sense of 
the original: “For all have sinned, and fall short of the glory 
of God; being justified freely by His erace through the redemp- 
tion that is in Christ Jesus; whom God set “forth to be a 
propitiation, through faith, by His Blood, to show His righteous- 
ness, because of the passing over of the sins done aforetime, in 
the forbearance of God; for the showing, I say, of His righteous- 
ness at this present season; that He might Himself be just, and 
the justifier of him that hath faith in Jesus,”! 


1 Let it be well observed how the teaching of the Apostle before this 
has been leading up to a clear view of the truth that God is dikaioc ca? 
karaxpivwy—yea, condemning because of His justice. In i. 18 we have 
the wrath of God revealed against all ungodliness (doéSBea) and un- 
righteousness. Then the heathen are set before us as knowing the just 
judgment of God (ro dicaiwpa rov Eeov), that they which commit such things 
are worthy of death (déo: Oavarov). Then a man’s true judgment of 
transgression comes home as condemnation to himself (ceavroy caraxpivec), 
i. 1. And we are taught to recognise that God’s judgment on such is 
according to truth (ro xoiua rov Oe0d éort kara adyPecav), and it is implied 
that man’s only hope is in some escape from this true and just judgment 
of God (verse 3). Then we are taught to be surely expecting a day of 
wrath and revelation of God’s righteous judgment (Ouaoxproia) (verse 5). 
And again we are taught to regard God as righteous in taking vengeance 
(éripéowy rv doyjv) (ill. 5). And further, we have set before us the 
purpose of the law (holy and just and good), that every mouth may be 
stopped, and all the world stand guilty before God (i7ddtkog yevnra rag 0 
Kodomo TH Ose) (iii, 19). 

What a need is here of real propitiation! And such a propitiation as 
shall cause that God shall be righteous and yet not condemning the un- 
righteous ; such a propitiation as shall make a way of escape from His 
righteous ‘judgment, and reveal God as just and yet at the same time 
justifying him that believeth in Jesus ! 

See Heurtley’s valuable ‘‘Bampton Lectures,” p. 105, Oxford, 1846 ; 
and Davenant, “De Justitia,” vol.i., pp. 158, 228, 242, 246 (Allport’s 
translation, 1844). 

And is there anything in all this which should be regarded as incon- 
sistent with the love of God? Is it not rather the glory of Divine love 
that is thus seen as love even for the just objects of His wrath and in- 
dignation—love, which at such a price brought reconciliation to the 
unreconciled ? 

An examination of Calvin’s “Institutes,” IT., xvi., §§ 3, 4. will show that 
Calvin is as clear as Archdeacon Norris in maintaining that “the Father's 
love was the moving cause, not the result, of the Atonement” (Norris, 
“Rudiments of Theology,” p. 186). Thus he writes: “Sud dilectione 
preevenit ac antevertit Deus Pater nostram in Christo reconciliationem. 
Imo quia prius diligit, postea nos sibi reconciliat. . . . Citabo locum 
Augustini ubi id ipsum docetur. Incomprehensibilis , inquit, ac immuta- 
bilis est Det dilectio. Non enim ex quo ei reconciliati sumus per sanguinem 
Filii ejus, cepit nos diligere, sed ante mundi constitutionem dilexit nos, 
ut cum ejus Unigenito etiam nos filit ejus essemus, antequam omnino aliquid 
essemus. Quod ergo reconciliati sumus per mortem Christi, non sic 
accipiatur, quasi ideo nos reconciliavit ei Filius, ut jam amare inciperet, 
quos oderat ; sed jam nos diligenti reconciliati sumus, cum quo propter 
peccatum inimicitias habebamus” C-instiert., se: xvi, §§ 3, 4, Op. tom. 
ix., p. 130, Amst., 1667). See ‘‘ Poena Vicaria,” p. 25. 


The Moral Law. 25 


It is needless to refer to the difficulties which some have found 
—perhaps we should say which the necessities of their contro- 
versial position has compelled them to find—in the natural 
interpretation of St. Paul’s language here. It has a meaning 
which is obvious, we think, to the apprehension of every ordinary 
understanding. It declares concerning the death of Christ that 
it was in order to the justification of men consistently with the 
justice of God.! 

It is a text of special importance, because it furnishes the 
clearest connecting link between the moral and the ceremonial 
law of God in their bearing on the acceptance of man as 
righteous in God’s sight. In whatever‘sense we understand the 
word (AaoTyHp.ov, the teaching will be found to be substantially 
the same.? God’s justice in justifying the sinuer is vindicated 


l rode Evdakw Tig ducaoobyne avrov éyv TH VY Kalpy, El¢ TO Elva abToy dikaLoy 
kai Ouavovyta roy éx miorewe ‘Inood. Compare iv. 11: éc¢ 7 eivar abrov waréoa 
mavrwy...and 16: ei¢ ro eivat BeBdtay THY iwayyeriay ToYTi TH OTEOMAaTL 

2 Dr. Gifford has very well said : ‘‘He is Himself just, and justifies the 
believer in Jesus. His is at once a sin-condemning and sin-forgiving 
righteousness” (Speaker’s Com., N. T., vol. iii., p. 92). But the follow- 
ing extracts from Beet’s Commentary are specially commended to the 
reader’s attention: “ Paul here asserts plainly that God gave Christ to die 
to make the justification of believers consistent with His own justice. 
Therefore, without the death of Christ their justification would have been 
unjust, and therefore impossible” (p. 120). ‘‘ That the need for the 
death of Christ as the means of our salvation lay in the justice of God, is 
taught in Scripture only in v. 26. It is, however, the only conceivable 
explanation of the doctrine proved to have been taught by Christ. For 
the word ‘ propitiation’ implies, and the express and frequent words of 
the New Testament declare, that Christ’s death stood in special relation 
to our sin. ... And if our sins erected a barrier to salvation, which 
could be removed only by the death of Christ, that barrier must have 
been in the justice of God ; for justice is that Divine attribute which is 
specially concerned with man’s sin” (p. 123, 5th edit.). 

Monsell says: “ The assertion that sin sets God’s justice in opposition 
to His love is inaccurate. . . . There is no practical contradiction between 
justice and love, because the cross accomplishes the ends of both” (“ Re- 
demption,” p. 109). 

This is, doubtless, quite true ; and we need not question that mercy 
and truth (even the truth of judgment) are but different rays of glory 
proceeding forth from the truth ‘God is love.” Nevertheless, their 
effects are very different, and the cross cannot be seen as truly accomplish- 
ing the ends of both, except as they are seen apart from the cross as in 
“practical contradiction.” Mr. Monsell goes on to say, “God is Light, 
and God is love, and on the cross the two inscriptions are alike con- 
spicuous.” May we not add that in order to read those two inscriptions 
aright, we should add a third, ‘‘ Our God is a consuming fire ” ? 

Dr. Dale very well says: “Not a solitary instance can be alleged in 
which to propitiate, or any of its derivatives, when used in relation to the 
restoration of kindly relations between man and man, denotes that by 
which a change is produced in the disposition of a person who has 
committed an offence ; it always refers to that which changes the disposi- 
tion of the person who has been offended ; and when used in relation to 
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—is justified—by the death of Christ; and Christ’s death 
regarded as thus vindicating God’s justice in justifying, is a 
propitiation, is that which answers to the true idea which had 
been educated in the Jewish mind by the teaching of the 
propitiatory, by the central doctrine of sacrificial death, and by 
the great central prophecy concerning the Servant of Jehovah, 
the Man of Sorrows, bearing our sorrows and dying for our sins.1 


offences against the Divine law, it always describes the means by which 
the sin was supposed to be covered in order that the Divine forgiveness 
might be secured”’ (“‘ Atonement,” pp. 162, 163). 

1s not the same truth really conveyed in the saying so familiar, yet so 
little regarded in the fulness of its meaning, that ‘ Christ died for our 
sins”? 

‘* He died voluntarily ; ‘died,’ not because He had committed any 
crimes for which He deserved death, but ‘for our sins... We may wonder 
how it should be possible for Him to have died for our sins; we may 
contend that it was unjust ; but that St. Paul declared that this was one 
of the fundamental truths which he had ‘received’ from heaven to make 
known to mankind, is incontestable” (Dale, “ Atonement,” pp. 206, 207). 
See 1 Cor. xv. 3.. 

1“ According to the view of both the Old and New Testament, every 
suffering is punishment. The suffering of a perfect saint, however, 
involves contradiction unless it be vicarious. By his completely stepping 
out of the territory of sin, he must also step out of the territory of evil, 
which, according to the doctrine established at the very threshold of 
revelation, is the wages of sin, for otherwise God would not be holy and 
just. Hence, as regards the servant of God, we have only the alternative 
—either His sinlessness must be doubted, or the vicarious nature of His 
suffering must be acknowledged” (Hengstenberg on Isaiah liii. 4, quoted 
by Dr. 8S. Smith, “ Poena Vicaria,” p. 11). 

Dr. Smith says; “I cannot for my part see any step towards even a 
partial explanation (a solution we may not look for here or now) of that 
death on the Cross, unless we regard it as in some sense a pena vicaria. 
This we may, I think, reverently and safely say : Christ’s sufferings were 
equivalent to our punishment in the sense of being adequate to remove 
that punishment in a way which satisfied Divine justice. And the objec- 
tion that such punishment was unjust is met by these two considerations. 
One is, that Christ was a voluntary agent in the matter; the other is the 
profound truth (which I think persons are apt to forget when they speak 
of the death of Christ) that Christ was ‘one with the Father,’ and that 
in the death of the God-man, the meeting of the Divine wrath and the 
Divine love is a doctrine which, if not comprehensible by the reason, may 
be apprehended by a devout faith in what God has revealed” (‘‘ Poena 
Vicaria,” pp. 35, 36). 

If there were no injustice in the saying of one who had “the mind 
which was in Christ Jesus,” concerning a converted thief—a runaway 
slave—to his justly offended master : “If he hath wronged thee, or oweth 
thee ought, put that on mine account (rovro éguoi é\Adye). I, Paul, 
have written it with mine own hand, I will repay it”—is there any 
reason (we may ask the question very reverently, sensible of the im- 
perfect analogy) why it should be held impossible that the firstborn 
among many brethren coming into the world as the Saviour should say 
concerning those whom He saves: “ Their sins and iniquities, put them 
all to My account, I will pay the whole debt ;” and as the result that the 
Lord should lay on Him, the Son of His love, the iniquities of us all, 
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We are concerned at present with the moral law alone. It is 
unquestionably an unjust thing, an unrighteous thing,’ for a 
‘judge to justify the ungodly ; but Christ died for the ungodly, and 
then faith is to believe in God Himself, the Judge of all the 
earth, as justifying the ungodly—z.e., doing just that which in 
His law He strictly and distinctly forbad His judges to do. 
The judgment of God is “according to truth” (Rom. ii. 2) 
against those who commit sin; but all have sinned, and yet are 
justified freely—+z.e., for nothing—through the redemption that 
is in Christ Jesus. 

The Apostle will not suffer us to forget that the law is the 
law of God, and what is done against the law is done against 
God Himself. So “by the law is the knowledge of sin,” and 
“the law worketh wrath” and the law condemns sinners. That 
is: sinners under the condemnation of the law are under the 
condemnation of God, of God whose truth and justice condemns. 
Yet God in time past has forborne, has passed over transgressions, 
with no manifestation of the awfulness of His righteous judg- 
ment. How is this? The New Testament answers: God has 
set forth “in this present time” the death of Christ to be 
a propitiation through faith in His Blood—to declare His 
righteousness,” that He may be seen justly to do that which 


making Him to be sin for us who knew no sin, that we might be made 
the righteousness of Godin Him ? And why may we not see in this the 
fulfilling of the Father’s will—the will of the Father’s love—that He 
might be just and the justifier of him that is of the faith of Jesus? 
“Herein is love, not that we loved God, but that He loved us, and sent 
His Son to be the propitiation for our sins.” Propitiation (as S. Smith 
justly observes, “ Poena Vicaria,” p. 26) is an unmeaning term if no anger 
is to be appeased, no favour conciliated ; but the propitiation may very 
well be traced up to the love of Him whose justice required it. 

1 So Bengel: “Summum hic habetur paradoxon evangelicum. Nam 
in lege conspicitur Deus justus et condemnans ; in evangelio, justus ipse et 
justificans peccatorem.” 

2 Most modern theories, if we mistake not, are substantially the same, 
to wit, the spiritual resurrection of humanity through Christ. By the 
holiness He so painfully realized, and of which His bloody death was the 
crown, Jesus has given birth to a humanity which breaks with sin and 
gives itself to God ; and God, foreseeing this future holiness of believers, 
and regarding it as already realized, pardons their sins from love of this 
expected perfection. But is this the Apostle’s view ? He speaks of the 
demonstration of righteousness, and not only of holiness. Then he ascribes 
to death, to blood, a peculiar and independent value. So he certainly does 
in one passage, but more expressly still in the words, v. 10: ‘If when we 
were enemies, we were reconciled (justified, v. 9) by His death (His blood, 
v. 9) much more, being reconciled, we shall be saved by His life (through 
Him, v. 9).’ It is by His death, accordingly, that Jesus reconciles or 
justifies, as it is by His life that He sanctifies and perfects salvation. 
Finally, the serious practical difficulty in the way of this theory lies, as 
we think, in the fact that, like the Catholic doctrine, it makes justification 
rest on sanctification (present or future), while the characteristic of 
Gospel doctrine, what, to use Paul’s language, may be called its folly, but 
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otherwise He could not justly do, and not only may be seen to 
do it justly, but may justly do it—that He may be just, and yet 
at the same time be the justifier of everyone that is by the faith 
of Jesus (Tov é« tiatews 'Incod). 

Godet has well said : 

It was a great problem, a problem worthy of Divine wisdom, which the 
sin of man set before God—to remain just while justifying (declaring 
just) man who had become unjust .... He has exercised the Divine 
privilege of pardon only through means of a striking and solemn mani- 
festation of His righteousness! He would really have given up His 
justice, if in this supreme moment of His manifestation He had not 
displayed it brightly on the earth.—Eng. Tr. “On Rom.,” vol. i, 
pp. 267, 268. 

V. There remains yet one other proposition to which we 
desire to direct very special attention. It is this: THE CON- 
NECTION BETWEEN THE CROSS OF CHRIST AND THE JUSTIFICATION 
OF MAN MUST, ACCORDING TO THE TEACHING OF SCRIPTURE, BE 
QUITE SIMPLE AND VERY OBVIOUS. Again we confine ourselves 
to the teaching of only one text. The Galatians were in great 
danger of being turned aside from the simple faith of the 
Gospel, the faith of the Divine method—the miracle of Divine 
grace, in the matter of their justification ; justified by a just 
judge, yea, by a righteous and holy God, whose holiness and 
righteousness had condemned them. The Apostle can put it 
down only to some strange infatuation, as the bewitchery of an 
evil eye—this turning away from the truth when they had had 
the Cross of Christ set before their eyes. “O foolish Gala- 
tians,” he says, “who hath bewitched you, that ye should not 
obey the truth, before whose eyes Jesus Christ has been evi- 
dently set forth crucified ?” (Gal. i. 1). 

The Apostle’s language evidently supposes that this direct 


what is in reality is Divine wisdom, is its founding justification on the 
atonement perfected by Christ’s blood, to raise afterwards on this basis 
the work of sanctification by the Holy Spirit ” (Godet on Romans, vol. 1, 
pp. 273, 274). 

1 We should not fail to observe how these words follow immediately on 
the statement ei yap dud vopov ducacosvyn, doa Xpiordc dwpsdy anéOaver, a 
statement which is equivalent to the declaration that Christ’s death was 
for nothing if not for our justification. It is a simple corollary from the 
_ Apostle’s language to say that Christ’s death was not dwpedy, that it was 
for a definite purpose (quite beyond the manifestation of Divine love), 
and that that purpose was that through it we might be justified. 

If we mistake not, the words dwocdy awéavev may be said very fairly to 
express the view of many who would seek to recommend a scientific 
theology to modern thought. Some would even seem to regard the dwpeay 
as containing the very perfection of the Gospel; but the Apostle sets 
down these words as the conclusion of an argument which he assumes 
will be recognised by all Christian faith as an obvious reductio ad absurdum. 

But it is still more important to observe that the argument of the 
Apostle presupposes a universal and unquestioning recognition of the 
truth that Christ’s death is for our dicaootyn. 
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bearing of the death of Christ on the matter of the justification 
of sinners is of such a nature that the one is necessarily seen in 
the true view of the other. The exponents of a new scientific 
theology are now endeavouring to explain the connection 
between the death of Christ and the justification of man. In 
able and laborious. treatises we have set before us various 
methods by which they are painfully seeking to avoid, and steer 
quite clear of, the ideas conveyed by substitution, imputation, 
and vicarious penalty. These divines have perhaps satisfied 
themselves, possibly may have satisfied many minds by elabor- 
ating methods which have the merit at least of ingenuity, and 
certainly display much deep, serious, earnest, and anxious 
thought. But one thing they undoubtedly lack; that is, sim- 
plicity. To understand them, confessedly demands long-con- 
tinued, diligent, and careful study. We are admonished that 
to be masters of their teaching requires strained attention, if 
not sustained efforts of intellectual power. We are exhorted 
not to reject them without having first given ourselves to the 
diligent perusal of the volumes in which they are commended 
to our acceptance. Probably many of our readers have been 
admonished by men of the higher intellectual calibre not to 
think of condemning these treatises till they have thoroughly 
mastered their meaning and made themselves perfectly conver- 
sant with the depths of their difficulties, the intricacies of their 


arguments, and the full force of their reasonings. But surely all | 


this, and just this, is their condemnation—their condemnation 
as attempts to set before us the Scriptural view of this all- 
important subject. The connection, according to St. Paul, 
certainly requires no such exercise of mental power or intel- 
lectual vigour. To see the connection requires only, in his 
view, the enlightened eye of simple faith. Not to see it—to 
fail to see it—requires to be accounted for; and can be ac- 
counted for only by the power of some blinding bewitchery of 
evil. Let anyone, after laboriously endeavouring to apprehend 
the connection between the death of Christ and the justification 
of man, as set forth in some modern works of much ability, 
turn to the language of the Apostle and inquire how this teach- 
ing will fit in with the question here asked. Surely an ordinary 
mind will say, ‘“‘I can see very well how suitable the question 
is, if I take as the explanation of the connection the language 
of the Apostle himself, ‘Christ hath redeemed us from the 
curse of the law, being made a curse for us;’! but if the con- 


1 A catena of patristic references to this text would suffice, we believe, 
to attest (if such witness were needed) the natural meaning of the 
Apostle’s words, as well as the assured faith of the Early Church in the 
pena vicaria of the Redeemer. A few of these (only a specimen) may be 
seen in Suicer, sub voc. kardpa, 
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nection were such as I apprehend it to be in the view of our 
modern scientific theologians, then the Apostle’s language can 
have no meaning, and his pe implies what is altogether a 
mistake.” 

It is not meant, of course, that there are not depths and 
heights of Divine ‘wisdom in the doctrine of the Atonement 
which pass human understanding. But it is meant that there, 
is an aspect of the Atonement turned towards the human heart) 
which in its Divine simplicity adapts itself to our human needs, 
and makes the Cross of Christ its own messenger of God’s peace) 
to the soul, its own teacher of what the soul needs to know of 
God’s method of justifying the sinner. 


Bishop Lightfoot (in loc.) says: “The expression (yevdpevoc drip nua 
kardpa) is to be explained partly by the Hebrew idiom, the paucity of 
adjectives frequently occasioning the use of a substantive instead ; but 
still more by the religious conception which it involves, The victim in 
regarded as bearing the sins of those for whom atonement is made. The 
curse is transferred from them to it. It becomes in a certain sense the 
impersonation of the sinand of the curse. This idea is very prominent in 
the scapegoat, Lev. xvi. 5 sqgqg. See especially the language of the Epistle 
A Barnabas, § 7, where the writer explains the scapegoat as a type of 
Christ.” 

“The abstract caradoa—not ‘an accursed thing’ (Peile), which dilutes 
the antithesis—is probably chosen, as Meyer suggests, instead of the con- 
crete, to express with more force the completeness of the satisfaction 
which Christ made to the law ” (Ellicott, in loc.). 

See also Dale “On Atonement,” p. 222. The whole of chapter vi. 1s 
very valuable. 

Dr. Dale has admirably said: “Try, if you can, to remove from this 
passage the idea that Christ endured the penalty of the Law—the curse— 
in order that those who had transgressed the law might be redeemed from 
the curse and inherit the promise. Make the Death of Christ an appeal 
to the hearts and consciences of men, and let there be nothing in it which 
can be described as a vicarious endurance of penalty, and what becomes 
of the whole structure of the Apostle’s argument ?” (‘‘ Atonement,” p, 222). 

1“Great, indeed, is the mystery of godliness. It has its roots 
deep in the moral essence of the incomprehensible God, and is in 
itself as incomprehensible to us as God is. Such knowledge is 
too high and excellent for us; we cannot attain unto it. No human 
language can convey it adequately ; yet we may, if we will, appre- 
hend savingly the wisdom of God in the mystery, and the words in 
which the Holy Ghost teacheth it are words which will not fail to guide 
us aright. The economy of redemption has been brought within the 
grasp of faith, and the practical reason, by earthly analogies which enable 
us to understand with sufficient clearness the relations of heavenly things, 
at the risk, doubtless, of conveying also irrelevant ideas together with ihe 
true points of resemblance—a risk, however, which is reduced to the 
lowest point by the variety and number of the analogies employed, each 
limiting all, and compelling us to confine our attention to that which is 
identical or cognate in all. Thus we are taught that such as are the 
effects, in human relations, of a discharge of a debt by repayment ; of the 
redemption of a prisoner of war by satisfying his captor with gold ; of 
the endurance of his punishment by the criminal ; of the propitiation of 
an enemy by the gifts and submission of the offender: such, in regard 
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The present paper is confined to a view of our subject in rela- 
tion to the moral law. And we must now draw to a conclusion. 

We have omitted altogether to direct attention to the evi- 
dence from the more direct statements of the New Testament 
as to the substitutionary character of the death of Christ. To 
do this, at any length, hes outside our present purpose. Our 
aim-—imperfectly attained—has been to suggest reassuring 
thoughts to those who have found, in the beautiful and elabo- 
rate theories of scientific theology, not enough left of the reality 
of Atonement to satisfy their spiritual necessities, Human 
explanations of the Atonement we are not concerned to defend. 
The truth of Atonement completed we are bound to uphold. It 
is one thing to attempt to work out a complete human system of 
the doctrine of satisfaction—a system built up of the ingenious 
thoughts of men, and made to stand four-square to the line and 
the measure, the rule and the plummet of the human under- 
standing. It is another thing to defend intact that which is of the 
essence of the Scriptural teaching of reconciliation, revealed for 
the true spiritual life of our souls. Rash interpretations, probable | 
explanations, uncertain deductions, unwarrantable additions to' 
the teaching of Holy Scripture (made sometimes by faithful | 
and holy men) may be all left on one side; but we may not! 
abandon anything of the truth, to which God’s Word and God’s 
Spirit bear witness, for the putting on of the new man, which 
after God is created in righteousness and true holiness. 

The soul which accepts the Divine testimony concerning 
itself and its sin—concerning sin in relation to the law of God 
and the God of the law ; concerning sin and sin’s condemnation 
—that soul is awakened to a sense of a great need—a need . 
which can only be met by a Divine miracle of mercy.) That 
soul does find its case wondrously met in the teachings of Holy 


of the will and counsels of God, are the purposes of the death of Christ, 
and on account of this similarity of effects it is that His death is repre- 
sented as the price by which our debt has been bought off—the ransom 
for which the world has been set free; the penalty endured for our 
crimes ; the gifts and humiliation which have appeased an offended God” 
(Bishop Jeune, Sermons, pp. 186, 187. Prayer-book and Homily Soc.). 
See also Archbishop Thompson i in “ Aids to Faith,” pp. 363—366. 

1 “God sent His own Son to fulfil the law for us ; and, by shedding 
His most precious blood, to make a sacrifice and satisfaction ; or (as it 
may be called) amends to His Father for our sins... , And whereas it lay 
not in us to do that, He provided a ransom for us. ... And so the justice 
of God and His mercy did embrace together, and fulfilled the mystery of 
our redemption.” He would not “by His mercy deliver us clearly without 
justice or payment of a just ransom; but with His endless mercy He 
joined His most upright and equal justice, ” “Upon God’s part His great 
mercy and grace ; upon Christ’s part justice—that is, the satisfaction of 
God’s justice—so that in our justification there is not only God’s mercy 
and grace, but also His justice ” (‘‘ Homily of the Salvation of Man”). 
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Scripture and its testimony to the Cross of Christ ; but not when 
those teachings have been divested of their natural and obvious 
meaning to meet the requirements of modern thought or to 
adapt themselves to the fittings of (so-called) scientific theology. 

To a soul convinced of sin, condemnation is an awful reality 
indeed ; and condemnation makes death to be a terrible reality ; 
for death in the full meaning of the word is indeed a thing full 
of terrors, and its terrors are the terrors of condemnation, de-/} 
livering the soul into the hands of him that hath the power of 
death ; that is, the devil. : 

And those who through this fear of death are all their life- 
time subject to bondage, will not find full release and joyful 
deliverance by being told merely of the mercy of God. The 
mercy of God has not obliterated the truth that “ Death has 
passed upon all men, for that all have sinned.” The mercy of 
God has not availed to withhold the issue of the holy law of 
God—the law of condemnation. The mercy of God has not 
consumed the justice and holiness of God Himself; and it is 
God’s holiness and justice which have condemned the sinner, 
and have shut him out in the darkness of the shadow of death. 
The awakened sinner knows the truth of his outcasting and 
condemnation. It is an awful fact. It is a terrible reality. 

But if the mercy of God does not avail to meet the sinner’s 
need, what then can suffice? We answer: The deliverance 
which the mercy of God has provided—a great accomplished | 
fact, a grand objective reality, sin’s burden borne away, the! 
olorious ‘victory gained, the great adversary laid low, the door) 
opened wide, the awful debt paid, the curse of the law all| 
taken away, its condemnation quite exhausted—and all this by. 
death.1 


1 Those who, rejecting the idea of any pena vicaria in the atonement 
of Christ (see ‘Archdeacon Norris’s “ Rudiments of Theology,” pp. 301- 
304), do yet recognise in the sufferings of Christ that which was due to 
the consistency, or constancy, of law, should be asked to consider well 
what they understand by this law. Ts it an arbitrary law, which the 
Divinity has been betrayed into making unadvisedly, out of harmony 
with His own nature; a law which He afterwards regrets having made, 
but finds Himself unable to alter because in heaven a law once made is as 
the laws of the Medes and Persians, which altereth not ? Assuredly it is 
not so with the law of our God, and the penalty of that law as revealed 
in the oracles of God. There we are taught to know that the judgment 
of the law is the judgment of God Himself, and that the judgment of 
God is “according to TRUTH ” (Rom. ii. 2), and that by this judgment of 
God they which sin are “worthy of DEATH” (Rom. i. 32). There can be 
nothing, then, in the demands of the law, and the severity of the law, 
and the condemnation of the law, and the death of the law, and the curse 
of the law which is not a reflection (in part) of the perfections of God, 
Whatever is due to the law is due to the law because it is the law of God, 
and is due, therefore, to God Himself. And whatever is a satisfaction to 
the law must be a satisfaction to the justice and holiness of God Him- 
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By death! by what death? Is not death the very cause 
of all the misery, of all the bondage, of all the woe? Yes; 
and therefore our deliverance is by the death of One who has 


self. And so far is it from being true that thus to teach of God’s per- 
fections brings us only to a view of a Deity of vindictive wrath, delight- 
ing in cruelty, deriving a savage satisfaction from human pain and the 
wail of earth’s outcast misery—that it really brings us to the standpoint 
from which alone we can truly apprehend God’s love to the world—in 
which alone we can learn to know and believe the love which God hath 
to us. It is the only vantage ground from which we can take a view of 
the length and breadth and depth and height, that we may know the love 
of Christ which passeth knowledge. 

And when the true relationship of God’s law to God Himself is clearly 
seen, there will be a reconciliation of views which seemed antagonistic. 
When, for example, Archdeacon Norris (from whom it is a grief, not less 
than a surprise, to differ) writes ‘the debt,” “the debitum” (referring 
to the language of St. Augustine)—“ which we owed, and Christ owed 
not, but paid—was not to Satan, but to the eternal law of holiness. To 
that law mankind owed the debt of death, and Christ paid it” (p. 301). 
Let ‘‘ the holiness of God ” be read instead of “ the law of holiness,” and 
there remains nothing to be desired for the expression of the truth of 
atonement, which others have maintained under the terms of “ substi- 
tution” and “pena vicaria” and “imputation.” But it will be impossible 
then to maintain any longer that “ the doctrine of forensic justification was 
unheard of until the Reformation” (p. 297). 

“We are told,” says Dr. Saumarez Smith, “ that ‘the law of holiness’ 
must be satisfied. Why not rather, and with fuller truth, say the Holy 
God must be satisfied? God provided for that plenary satisfaction, 
which His own character and His express laws required, in the death of 
His Son, whom He spared not, but delivered Him (rapéidwrer, comp. the 
aapedd0n of Rom. iv. 25) for us all, and caused the iniquities of us all to 
fall upon Him”’ (“ Poena Vicaria,” p. 27). 

Again, Archdeacon Norris says: ‘‘ By an inherent necessity of His 
nature, God cannot forgive without a satisfaction of the law of holiness” 
(p. 52, quoted by Dr..S. Smith, p. 24).. Here let “the law of holiness” 
be seen as the holiness of God, from which goes forth the condemnation 
of sin and the death of the sinner, and we have the statement of all 
(perhaps more than all) that, is required as the foundation of just that 
doctrine of atonement and justification which Archdeacon Norris seems 
anxious to explain away. We have God’s omnipotence in respect of 
reconciliation limited by His own perfections—His power to forgive 
barred by His own awful holiness—until there is a satisfaction made ; 
i.e, a satisfying of the law of holiness ; 7.¢., of the holiness of the law ; 
i.e, of the holiness of God Himself. . And what is this satisfaction ? 
Archdeacon Norris himself (p. 53) recognises that it is indicated in the 
words, “ The soul that sinneth it shall die,” ‘‘ The wages of sin is death.” 
And how, then, can it be maintained that, apart from this satisfaction, 
which is in the death of Christ alone, God’s perfect holiness and perfect 
love are revealed, “not as opposed, but as in harmony one with the 
other” (p. 52) ? ‘| | 

Dr, S. Smith writes: “ Throughout Scripture God’s wrath is repre- 
sented to us not as a mere withholding of mercy in particular cases, but as 
a positive aspect of His personal holiness in the exercise of judicial 
functions. It is because of God’s ‘awful holiness’ that He is iio cara- 
vadioxoy (Heb, xii. 29, with Deut. iv. 24). He is a ‘jealous God’ that 
will by no means clear the guilty or relax His holy law. That law must 
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died our death for us. It is the death of the very Son of God, 
who has so entered into fellowship with our nature and our 
fallen condition—made of a woman, made under the law—that 
in His death our debt to sin has been paid for us; and the law of 
God, and the justice of God, and the holy truth of God, have 
had fullest satisfaction—satisfied, oh! not by the mere “ Amen” 
of penitent humanity—confessing (like Achan) the justice of 
God’s condemnation, acknowledging the debt to be due, the 
sentence to be righteous, the awful judgment to be according to 
truth—but by that which calls out the “Amen” of Divine 
Truth, testifying that all has been paid, that man’s sin has had 
its condemnation, and the sinner’s curse has been taken out of 
the way ; the “ Amen” by whose power the palace of the strong’) 
man armed has been broken up, and a highway of peace and 
life for man made through the very portals of Death and of Hades. . 
This is the reality of that perfect finished work which in all 
ages has moved the hearts of Christian men to sing to the 
Redeemer: “When Thou hadst overcome the sharpness of 
death, Thou didst open the kingdom of heaven to all believers.” 

All this is simple, but all this will be found to involve the 
idea of substitution (or representation!), amputation (in some 
sense), and pena vicaria. And will anything less than this— 
anything which refuses to accept this idea—meet the dire needs 
of an awakened soul ?2, Nay; will anything less than this meet 


be satisfied. The violation of it must be punished ; the obedience to it 
must be perfect. In Christ Jesus—in the mystery of the God-Man 
dying for men—this twofold satisfaction is given. And so God’s 
righteousness (or justice) is vindicated, and the just God becomes the 
justifier of every one that believes in Jesus” (“ Poena Vicaria,” p. 24). 

“God,” it has been well said, “cannot be separated, even in idea, from 
the Law which has been violated, and which affirms the principle that sin 
deserves to be punished” (Dale, on “ Atonement,” p. 384). 

“ According to the Christian theory of the universe, all the forces which 
are in league with the Eternal Law of Righteousness have received their 
commission and their power from God Himself” (Jbid., pp. 387, 388). 

1 In some respects we are inclined to think “representation” the 
preferable term. We believe it more fully expresses not only the patris- 
tic idea, but also the teaching of Holy Scripture. But then it must be 
‘(representation ”’ with a fulness of meaning. The idea must be seen as 
adding to, rather than deducting from, the idea of “ substitution.” 

2 At the Reformation, it has been truly said, “the idea of ‘ vicarious 
satisfaction ’ (which underlies the patristic and the scholastic views) was 
seen to be true in regard to man’s need for acquittal before God, as well 
as in regard to God’s claim and in regard to man’s need of holiness ” 

Dr. Saumarez Smith’s “ Poena Vicaria,” p. 33). 

“ Though the efficacy of repentance itself alone, to prevent what man- 
kind had rendered themselves obnoxious to, and recover what they had 
forfeited, is now insisted upon, in opposition to Christianity ; yet, by the 
general prevalence of propitiatory sacrifices over the heathen world, this 
notion of repentance alone being sufficient to expiate guilt, appears to be 
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the requirements of Holy Scripture? Will anything which 
rejects this satisfy the language of the New Testament, or fulfil 
the idea which the teaching of the New Covenant has taken 
from the old—the teaching of the word thactypuov ? 


contrary to the general sense of mankind” (Butler’s “ Analogy,” part 1i., 
ch. v., § 4, p. 204. Oxford, 1844). 

‘During the progress, and, for aught we know, even in order to the 
completion of this moral scheme, vicarious punishments may be fit, and 
absolutely necessary. ... The reason of their insisting upon objections of 
the foregoing kind against the satisfaction of Christ is, either that they 
do not consider God’s settled and uniform appointments as His appoint- 
ments at all; or else they forget that vicarious punishment is a provi- 
dential appointment of every day’s experience. . .. And yet, what has 
been often alleged in justification of this doctrine, even from the ap- 
parent natural tendency of this method of our redemption—its tendency 
to vindicate the authority of God’s laws and deter His creatures from 
sin—this has never been answered, and is, I think, unanswerable ; though 
I am far from thinking it an account of the whole of the case” (ibid., 
part i1., ch. v., § 7, pp. 215, 216. Oxford, 1844). 

“The awakened soul does not only seek to change ; she feels that she 
ought to be punished—that the thunders of Divine justice ought not to 
be extinguished ” (Monsell, ‘‘ Redemption,” p. 77). 

“Conceptions of the Atonement which fall short of recognising it to 
be an expiatory sacrifice may contain partial truth, but they exclude its 
all-essential element” (¢bid., p. 71). 

The peravoa sic cwrnpiavy which comes of 1) card Ody Ab7n works in the 
heart of man an é«dicnowe (see 2 Cor. vii. 11). By it the sinner’s soul is 
led to condemn what God condemns, and therein its own sin and its own 
self. It is the effect of truth, and that truth is condemning truth. 

Surely, then, an essential element of repentance is the true sense that 
repentance cannot justify the penitent. Repentance is marred just in 
proportion as it regards itself as able in itself to make amends for sin, or 
to take the barrier of a real Divine condemnation out of the way of its 
return to God. And yet repentance can never be perfected except by a 
real return to God, in the assurance that the barrier has been taken out of 
the way, and an access opened to the love of a reconciling and reconciled 
Father. Is it not thus that the goodness of God leadeth to repentance ? 
Is it not thus that God’s people are “ redeemed with judgment,” and the © 
‘Father of mercies” is known as “the God of judgment ;” and the 
“acceptable year of the Lord” is seen as also “the day of vengeance of 
our God ;” and the Cross of Christ, with all its blessed fruit of peace 
which passeth understanding, is revealed as the judgment of the prince 
of this world ? 

‘In this darkness, or this light of nature—call it which you please— 
revelation comes in ; confirms every doubting fear which could enter into 
the heart of man concerning the future unprevented consequence of 
wickedness ; supposes the world to be in a state of ruin (a supposition 
which seems the very ground of the Christian dispensation, and which, 
if not provable by reason, yet is in no wise contrary to it) ; teaches us, 
too, that the rules of Divine government are such as not to admit of 
pardon immediately and directly upon repentance, or by the sole efficacy 
of it. . . He interposed in such a manner as was necessary and effectual 
to prevent that execution of justice upon sinners, which God had ap- 
pointed should otherwise have been executed upon them” (Butler’s 
“ Analogy,” part ii., ch. v., § 5, p. 208. Oxford, 1844). : 
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But the argument from the ceremonial law must be reserved 
for another paper. 

The moral law has brought righteous condemnation, judgment 
according to truth, on the whole race of mankind, that every 
mouth might be stopped, and all the world stand guilty before 
God. And then for guilty, condemned sinners, comes a free 
justification from the God whose justice and holiness con- 
demned. They are justified freely (Swpedav)—i.c., for nothing. 
In other words, they are justified when they know themselves 
to be justly condemned. But how can this be? Truly we 
marvel not that the thoughts of men pronounce this to be 
marvellous—that proud thoughts of self-righteous men pro- 
nounce it to be incredible in its wonder. Yet the sinner con- 
vinced of sin sees in this that which avails, as nothing else 
avails, to meet his case; and the believing man sees in this that, 
the very wonder of which makes it credible! For he sees it 
as that for which the Son of God was manifested in the flesh. 
He sees in it the direct result of the death of the Incarnate Word, 
of Him who was manifested to destroy the works of the devil. 
He sees his own wondrous justification, in the hght of the 
truth, that “God made Him to be sin for us, who knew no sin, 
that we might be made the righteousness of God in Him.” And 
believing now the miracle of Divine grace, and fully satisfied 
that now God can be just, and the justifier of him that believeth 
in Jesus, assured that there is no condemnation to them that 
are in Christ Jesus, he passes at once—passes by a present, 1m- 
mediate passing—passes from being under the law to being 
under grace—passes from a state of condemnation to a state of 
justification—passes now through the opened door, from out of 
the kingdom of darkness into the salvation of which God spake 
by the mouth of His holy prophets, which have been since the 
world began, that we, being delivered out of the hands of our 
enemies, might serve Him without fear, in holiness and 
righteousness before Him, all the days of our life. 


1 “The Father’s only-begotten Son, taking our nature, in that nature 
must bleed, in that nature must die, that God may be eternally mani- 
fested as a Being infinitely just, infinitely holy in the salvation of poor, 
lost, and perishing sinners. Every other display of God’s holiness and of 
God’s justice sinks into comparative nothing before this. We pass over 
the fall of man in all its fearful effects; we pass over Sodom and 
Gomorrha, Babylon and Jerusalem in all their desolations ; we pass over 
the dispersion of the Jews, drinking to the dregs the bitterness of their 
own cup ; nay, we pass over the miseries of eternal condemnation itself, 
in the contemplation of the more awful scene of Calvary—as by faith 
we listen to the cry, ‘My God, My God, why hast Thou forsaken Me ?’ 
We are constrained to say, What must there not be of unfathomable, of 
unutterable, of infinite, in sin’s sinfulness and in Jehovah’s holiness 
when, that sinners may live, Jesus must die! This is the God whom we 
set forth ; this is the Holy, Holy, Holy Lord God Almighty ; this is the 
God of the Bible ” (Evans, ‘‘ Checks to Infidelity,” pp. 108, 109). 


CHAPTER III. 
THE CEREMONIAL LAW. 


N the present paper we have to deal with our subject in 
relation to the teaching of the Ceremonial Law. And it 
may be best that we should state at the outset that we have 
chiefly in view here two forms of error demanding special 
attention at the present time, both tending, as we believe, in 
some measure and in some sense, to a depreciation, in faith’s 
view, of the stupendous importance and the unspeakable 
benefits of the Death of Christ. The first of these errors is 
that which regards the great sacrifice of propitiation, the atone- 
ment-price for sin, as offered or paid, not on the Cross (or not 
only on the Cross), but afterwards in heaven. The second is 
that which, in view of the Old Testament Sacrifices, regards 
the shed blood which is said to make atonement as representing 
not the death, but the life after death, or liberated by death, of 
the sacrifice slain; or which attributes the sacrificial efficacy, 
not to the blood without the soul, but to the shed blood as 
animated by the soul. 

The limitations of our space will make it impossible for us 
to follow these errors, as we might desire, into all the details of 
ceremonial interpretation in which they may be said to live. 
But we are disposed to think that they may be most effectually 
opposed by throwing upon them the light of other teachings. 
We desire, therefore, first of all, to call attention to certain 
truths leading to certain broad principles of interpretation which 
will be found to have a very important bearing upon the subject 
before us. It must not be said that thus we are touching only 
the fringe of the matter. Rather we are persuaded it is the 
fringe of the matter which we shall be obliged to leave com- 
paratively untouched. 

It must be remembered that we are still desiring to deal in 
a simple way with simple truths, for the benefit of minds of 
ordinary intelligence seeking to be established in the faith and 
assurance of the Atonement of Christ’s death—the Divine 
propitiation in His Blood. 
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In our last paper our aim was to show clearly that, according 
to the teaching of Holy Scripture, it is the death of Christ and 
that alone which (as a pwna vicaria) avails to take away the 
condemnation of the holy law of God (the moral law, holy and 
just and good), that so the sinner may be justified freely 
(Swpeav, for nothing at all of his own) by the grace of God 
through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus. 

I. Starting, then, from the position to which we have thus 
attained, we must be allowed’to set down as our first proposition 
in this present paper that—TuHe TEACHING OF THE New TESTA- 
MENT CONCERNING THE RELATION OF CHRIST’S DEATH TO THE 
Moral LAW HAS IN ITS NATURE A CLAIM TO GOVERN OUR INTER- 
PRETATION OF ALL AMBIGUOUS TEACHINGS CONCERNING THE DEATH 
AND BLOOD-SHEDDING AND BLOOD-SPRINKLING DRAWN OUT FROM 
THE TYPICAL ANALOGIES OF THE CEREMONIAL Law. 

This is a statement which will hardly be disputed. It is little 
more than saying that what is obscurely seen in twilight may 
be more clearly seen in daylight. There is here no disparage- 
ment of the office and function of those ordinances connected 
with the Tabernacle which were made after the example and 
shadow of heavenly things, and all after a Divine pattern showed 
to Moses in the Mount. We are bound to recognise in the 
Jewish law of ceremonies an inspired school of preparation—the 
preparation of a chosen people for the good things to come in 
the revelation of the Gospel of Christ. In this training school of 
heavenly wisdom ideas were implanted, or developed, or estab- 
lished, which were to find their perfect accomplishment in the 
work of the Messiah. These ideas might be corrupted by 
human additions, or gross explanations, but the ideas themselves 
were of sacred origin, and were never to be dishonoured or cast 
aside. And so far the ceremonial law may be said, in some 
sense, to have a power to interpret the Gospel: so far, that is, © 
as to bear witness against any vain attempts so to explain the 
work of Christ as to eliminate from it those very ideas which 
the preparatory ordinances had taught us to associate with it. 
But for anything like an explanation of the ideas there can be 
no doubt that they should be brought into the clearest light which 
we have to throw upon them. And beyond question the light of 
Christ, the light of His Gospel, the light of the Cross, seen in 
relation to the holy law of God, is clearer than the light which 
was shining before on the altar, and vessels, and the service of 
the sanctuary.! 


1 “The doctrine of this Epistle (Heb.) plainly is, that the legal sacrifices 
were allusions to the great and final atonement to be made by the blood 
of Christ, and not that this was an allusion to those” (Butler’s “ Analogy,” 
Part II., ch. v.; § 6, p. 208. Oxford: 1844). See Magee on ‘“ Atone- 
ment,” Diss., No. lxix., p. 189 sqq., edit. 1849. 
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Take for example the idea of propitiation. It is unquestion- 
ably an idea which was cultivated by the ceremonial law. It 
was an idea which, no doubt, Jewish minds were tempted to 
corrupt, even as the nations round about them had corrupted 
it. But the idea itself was no corruption, and its Divine 
sanction witnesses against all (alas! that there should be such) 
who would corrupt Christianity by attempting to exclude it, or 
evade it, or make void its meaning for us. Then where shall 
we seek such light upon the idea as shall save it from corrup- 
tion? Doubtless there may have been light shining upon it 
through teachings from of old received by tradition from the 
Patriarchs — interpretations not unconnected with the ideas 
conveyed by the words imputation, substitution, and pana 
varia. The probability that it was so will by many be 
regarded as amounting very nearly to a certainty. And if so, 
these explanations would certainly be confirmed and established 
by ordinances connected with the sacrifices of the Tabernacle. 

But whatever flickering light may have been shining on the 
idea of propitiation in early ages pales before the teaching of St. 
Paul in the Epistle to the Romans. 

We have seen already how, in St. Paul’s teaching, the word 
“propitiation ” stands as a connecting link, binding together the 
office and teaching of the moral and the ceremonial law. The 
idea of propitiation, taken from the shadows of the ceremonial 
law, is to find its truth, and true fulfilment, in the death of 
Christ ; and in the death of Christ (and that alone) because it is 
that wherein God’s righteousness is vindicated, and God’s law 
established, while yet the sinner is justified in the sight of the 
righteous and holy God. 

In the Epistle to the Romans the Apostle is dealing, not 
with the ceremonial, but with the moral law, and he shows that 
the death of Christ was in order to this: that God might be 
just, and yet the justifier of him, that is by the faith of Christ; 
in other words, that God might justly justify those whom His 
own holy law had justly condemned with a judgment according 
to truth, and, therefore, could not justify. And in view of this 
truth he calls the death of Christ a “ propitiation.”? It is needless 


1 Tn connection with this subject the reader is requested to weigh well 
the following words of Origen: “ In consummatione seculi, in novissimo 
tempore manifestavit Deus justitiam suam, et redemptionem dedit Kum 
quem propitiatorem fecit ... Deus justus est, et justus justificare non 
poterat injustos: ideo interventum voluit esse propitiatoris, ut per Ejus 
fidem justificarentur qui per opera propria justificari non poterant” (Com. 
in Ep. ad Rom., Lib. III. Op. Tom. iv., c. 946, Edit. Migne ; p. 513 of 
Edit. Ben.). 

Many quotations might be made from the Fathers. bearing witness (as 
we are persuaded) substantially to the same truth. But this is one of the 
most noteworthy among the early Patristic teachings concerning the 
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to repeat what has already been said in a previous paper con- 
cerning this noteworthy teaching. It suffices for our purpose to 
say that the light which thus shines on the idea of propitiation 


propitiation of Christ, and one which has been very much overlooked. 
If it had not escaped the notice of Dr. De Pressensé, he would probably 
have somewhat modified his estimate of Origen’s teaching concerning 
Redemption ; of which, however, he acknowledges that “after all it 
maintains the objective character of the reparatory sacrifice ’—that in 
Origen’s view “ Christ has taken upon Him all our woes, our sufferings, our 
sins.” “ He drank the cup of our condemnation. If He had not drunk it, 
our ransom would not have been paid, and our ruin would have been 
Ly remedy” (“Heresy and Christian Doctrine,” p. 335. Engl. 
rans.). 

Dr. Bigg (“Bampton Lectures,” p. 211) says of this language of 
Origen, that it ‘seems—but only seems—to anticipate Anselm.” It 
assuredly seems to witness unmistakably to this, that so much of Anselm’s 
teaching as was embodied in the doctrines of the Reformation, and was 
made prominent in the theology of the great religious movement of the 
sixteenth century was no new development of what had been contained in 
the Scripture of truth. As an interpreter of Scripture, Origen is here un- 
questionably—as far as his teaching goes—supporting and justifying the 
cardinal doctrine of the Reformation. And the fact that the teaching of 
Origen was by no means always consistent, and that his Christian doctrine 
was held in combination with fancies of his own, suggestive of defective 
conceptions of the Atonement, must not be allowed to invalidate his 
testimony. 

Rather we would regard Origen’s teaching, as a whole, as witnessing to 
the power which the truth of the Atonement had to lift itself up, in the 
midst of, and in spite of, dangerous tendencies—tendencies to assimilate 
Christian doctrine in the speculations of human philosophizing systems ; 
and thus attesting the hold which the truth of propitiation, in relation 
to the just judgment of God, had on the faith of the Christian Church 
in early days. 

Origenism met with fierce opposition from many. This teaching of 
Origen was never condemned, so far as we know, by any. 

In further support of the position we have maintained in the text, we 
ate glad to quote the following extracts from Professor Godet, which 
sound almost like a comment on the words of Origen : 

“The forgiveness of God springs undoubtedly from His love, so the 
whole Bible declares. But His love meets with an obstacle in His justice. 
Sin is so grave a fact, that it has indeed originated this conflict between 
the attributes of God—justice requiring that the sinner should be dealt 
with according to his deeds, and love demanding His forgiveness. The 
obstacle opposed to love by justice had to be removed, in order that free 
course might be given to the gracious wish of God to exercise on our 
behalf His prerogative of pardon. This is precisely the result which has 
been reached by means of that great manifestation of justice, to which 
the conscience of mankind has given its adhesion, in the first place in 
Christ Himself, and then again in each individual believer” (Godet, 
* Biblical Studies,” N.T., pp. 170, 171). ¥ 

The conception of the Atonement consisting in Christ’s perfect obedi- 
ence “ does not admit of our accounting sufficiently for the preponderating 
part assigned through the whole of the New Testament to the blood of 
Christ in the work of redemption. This blood is not in Scripture the 
symbol only of obedience carried to its utmost limits, but certainly also 
of expiation by suffering and death” (Lbid., p. 174). 
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constrains us to connect it only and entirely with the death of 
Christ. It cannot be transferred from that to any past or present 
offering or presentation by the ascended Saviour in heaven, of the 
Blood which had been shed on Calvary. It cannot be shifted to 
any consecration to God of life raised from the dead. Viewed 
fairly in connection with the whole argument of the Apostle in 
the Epistle to the Romans, there ought to be no room for 
question that it is simply and only the death of Christ which, 
being accepted in heaven, canses that God can be just, and the 
justifier of him which believeth in Jesus. And therefore it is 
simply and only the death of Christ which is the propitiatton— 
the atoning sacrifice for sin. 

It was on the cross that the Incarnate Son of God was made 
a curse for us. It was by being made a curse for us that He 
redeemed us from the curse of the law. | 

II. Next let us direct attention to this proposition, that THE 
VIEW OF THE SACRIFICE ON THE CROSS AS THE ONLY PROPITIA-~ 
TION IS CONFIRMED BY A GREAT CONSENSUS OF TEACHING BOTH 
IN THE OLD AND NEW TESTAMENT, DIRECTING THE EYE OF 
FAITH TO THE DEATH OF CHRIST ALONE AS EFFECTING THE Re- 
DEMPTION, AND MAKING THE ATONEMENT REQUIRED BY THE SINS 
OF MEN, 

It may very well be conceded that if certain parts of the 
ceremonial law, in their typical teaching, were our only informant 
concerning the propitiatory work of Christ, we might, not 
unnaturally, hesitate in assigning so prominent and exclusive 
a position to the Death, the blood-shedding of the one great 
Sacrifice for sin. We might question whether that position 
should not be shared with, or possibly given rather to, the 
offering or sprinkling, or to something corresponding in the 
antitype to the offering, or presenting, or sprinkling of the blood 
shed. Isolate one or two chapters of the Old Testament typical 
teaching concerning atonement, and let attention be directed to 
those alone, and we admit that a case may be made out and 
fairly maintained, for the contention that the ransom, or 
redemption-price, or the cost of atonement, was acquired on the 
cross, to be paid down by Christ in heaven, either (as some 
would say) once for all on His entering the true Holy of Holies, 
or (as others would teach) by a continual presentation, and sacri- 
ficial oblation. 


There is so much in this very thoughtful and valuable treatise of Pro- | 
fessor Godet (whose views seem sometimes to have been misunderstood), 
which is admirable, and full of spiritual instruction, that we cannot but 
regret all the more that there should be found in it one or two passages, 
in the margin of which we should desire to write a “ Caute lege.” 

The reader may be glad to be referred to a note of Professor Smeaton 
on “ Harmony of Love and Justice in the Atonement,” pp. 362-367, in 
his “ Doctrine of Atonement.” 
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It may be granted, also, that expressions are to be found 
which might seem to make admissible the view of the atoning 
blood presented on the altar, or in the most holy place, as 
typifying the Risen life, rather than the death of the Redeemer. 

But the teaching of the ceremonial law is not our only 
informant concerning these matters. That teaching must be 
viewed in the light clearly shed upon it from other sources. 
And our contention is that, over and beyond the evidence from 


1 Lev. xvii. 11 must, however, be interpreted in connection and in harmony 
with the declaration ‘‘ without shedding of blood is no remission.” If it is 
translated “ I have given it (the blood) to you upon the altar to make atone- 
ment for your nephesh ; for the blood makes atonement by the nephesh””— 
(vx, not Zu7. See Moule’s‘‘ Cleansing Blood,” p. 23)—then the nephesh must 
be understood of the life laid down in the blood shed (See Dr. W. Saumarez 
Smith, ‘‘ Blood of New Cov.,” pp. 33, 35, 36, and Cremer’s Lex. voc. aya). 
In other words, it is the death which is to be offered and accepted for 
atonement. And seeing it is impossible for the blood of bulls and goats 
to take away sin, ‘‘ the blood which God has promised as a gift for atone- 
ment must be some other blood than that of the Levitical sacrifices ; and 
our Lord Himself has taught us what that blood is by saying, ‘ This is 
My blood which is shed for you and for many for the remission of sins’ 
(Matt. xxvi. 28) ; and again, ‘The Son of Man came. . . to give His life 
(duxny, nephesh, soul) a ransom for many’ (Matt. xx. 28) . . . Of which 
the Holy Spirit speaks by the prophet Isaiah (liii. 10), ‘He made His 
soul (nephesh) an offering for sin.’ And therefore St. Paul calls our 
Lord’s sacrifice ‘the testimony,’ appointed for its proper season (kawoic 
idiore), aS fulfilling all the ritual of the testimony in the Holy of Holies”’ 
(Bishop Wordsworth on Lev. xvii. 11). 

The LXX. translate 7rd yap aia ayri Wyij¢ tiAdoera, which clearly 
points to substitutional death ; atonement by life laid down for the life 
of the sinner (See Kurtz, pp. 71, 72). 

Compare Clemens Rom. ad Cor., § 49. 70 aia abrov idweey vrin nudy 

.. THY buxny vrép TOY Pux@y nudy. 

The tendency of modern criticism has not been favourable to this inter- 
pretation (see Kurtz, Sac. W., pp. 71, 72). But though 155 (= to cover) 
conveys the idea of expiation, and is not a verb “ denoting purchase or 
barter,” the LXX. version (though an error of translation) may be bear- 
ing witness to the truth (and to the Jewish apprehension of the trutl:) 
that eapiation is by substitution. And this truth seems also to be conveyed 
or implied in the true interpretation of the Hebrew. 

See Hengstenberg, “ Christology of Old Test.,” vol. ii., pp. 298, 299, 301. 
See also Keil and Delitzsch on Pent., vol. i1., p. 410. 

The true view of the sacrificial blood appears to us to be well expressed 
by Dr. W. Saumarez Smith thus: “ A prominent feature in connection 
with the Mosaic or Levitical institute of sacrifice was the value which was 
assigned to the symbolical nature, and to the Liturgical use of the blood 
of the sacrificial victims. The blood, as the vehicle of life, came to be 
recognised in sacrifices of animals as a sacred symbol of life that was 
offered up to God. It was, therefore, to be used with all reverence, and 
was to be regarded as efficacious (1) for purposes of expiation of sin, when 
the poured out blood (symbolizing the surrendered life) was presented to 
God in the appointed way, and (2) for purposes of cleansing and purifica- 
tion, when, having been presented, it was applied to persons, places, or 
things which needed consecration unto God” (“ Blood of New Cov.,” pp. 
33, 34). 
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the connection between the cross of Christ and the moral law, 
there is abundant ight from Divine revelation as a whole to 
make it quite clear that the teaching of the ceremonial law is to 
be so interpreted—and we maintain that it well admits such in- 
terpretation—that the atoning efficacy of the Great Sacrifice is 
to be seen as resulting only and altogether from the very death 
of Christ. 

(1) We turn first to the Old Testament. (a.) It is not surely 
without its significance that the sacrifices of the Patriarchal age 
were altogether lacking (as far as we know) in those particulars 
which some would have us regard as the very central and 
essential constituents of propitiation. Our knowledge indeed 
of Patriarchal worship is limited; and too much has sometimes 
been added to our knowledge from conjecture. But for those 
who accept the records of the Old Testament as Divine, this 
much seems clear, that the Patriarchs were wont to offer lambs 
for burnt offerings! and burnt offerings with a view to propitia- 
tion.2 They looked upon the death of the innocent victim, and 
we have good reason to believe they were not strangers to the 
notion of sacrificial substitution.® 


1 Tsaac’s question, Gen. xxii. 7, is sufficient evidence of this. 

2 Job i. 5, xlii. 8, are witness to this. It is not intended that this is al/ 
the significance of the burnt offering. At whatever date written, the 
book of Job must be regarded as giving faithful witness to pre-Mosaic 
conceptions of sacrifice. And it cannot be supposed that Job saw more 
in a burnt offering than the Patriarchs. Moreover, Job xlii. 8 is Divine 
attestation to the truth of expiation by burnt sacrifice and intercession 
accepted of God. 

® Attention may be given especially to the narrative of Gen. xv. 9 sqq.: 
“‘Tt has been said that the transaction was not a real sacrifice, as there was 
no sprinkling of blood, nor offering on an altar ; but the essence of the 
true Hebrew sacrifice was in the slaying of the victim, for the very word 
Mal (Zebach, sacrifice) signifies slaying, and it was rather with the 
shedding of blood than with its sprinkling that atonement was made’”’ 
(Bp. Harold Browne in “ Speaker’s Com.,” on Gen. xv., p. 114). 

Delitzsch, who considers the expression of Josephus (Ant, 1. x. 3, Qvotay 
mooogéper TH Oe) as unsuitable, yet regards this as the narrative of “a 
sacrificial transaction” (‘“‘New Com.,” on Gen., vol. ii, p. 13). He adds, 
“the animals slain and divided into pieces on the occasion of entering 
into covenants are also called in Latin and Greek igpeia and hostic.” 

‘The vicarious death of an animal for a man is most clearly expressed 
in Gen, xxii. 13 . . . in this case, at all events, the death of an animal did 
take place as a substitute for the death of a man, which was strictly 
required ” (Kurtz, ‘Sac. Worship,” p. 105). 

The teaching of this sacrifice is all the more important because of its 
position in relation to the father of the faithful people and his promised 
seed, This offering of Isaac by Abraham was, in the Rabbinic view, the 
substratum of all sacrifices (See Edersheim, “ Life of the Messiah,” vol. i., 
p. 343). 

This consideration should make us careful in what sense we understand 
such sayings as that the sprinkling of blood upon the altar is “the main 
point, the kernel and centre of the sacrifice” (Kurtz, “Sac. Worship,” 
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Now it is quite natural to suppose that the ordinances of a 
great national religious code of symbolical worship might make 
many and not unimportant additions to the simpler sacrificial 


p. 127), and that not the death but “the blood which has passed through 
death” is the true medium of expiation. The sacred offering of the 
surrendered life to God should doubtless be regarded as, in some sense, the 
kernel of the sacrifice, and this, as represented in the Mosaic ritual, by the 
application of the blood to the altar. (See Magee on ‘‘ Atonement,” pp. 80, 
94.) But in the original burnt offerings of patriarchal times, the victim 
appears to have been first placed whole and alive on the altar (Gen. viii. 20, 
xxl. 9), and the kernel of the sacrifice could hardly then have been in a 
ceremony which, as far as we know, had no place in pre-Mosaic offering. 

Kurtz himself has very well said: “In opposition to the idea that the 
shechitah had no independent significance of its own, there rises, with 
irresistible force, the solemnity of the act, its firm incorporation with the 
sacrificial ritual, and the necessity of its being performed on holy ground 
before Jehovah (Lev. i. 5, etc.), by the side of the altar, in the presence 
of the priest, and with his indispensable, and, therefore, certainly signifi- 
cant co-operation” (Kurtz, ‘‘Sac. Worship,” p. 109). See also pp. 114, 
115. 

The view that the shechitah—the slaying—was nothing more than the 
means of acquiring that (the blood) which was to be afterwards used for 
propitiation, is inconsistent with the language of Lev. i. 5, etc. (see 
Kurtz, “Sac. Worship,” p. 109), and can never stand before the prophetic 
explanation of sacrificial atonement in Isa. liii., and still less in the light 
of New Testament teachings. Against this view Kurtz has well insisted 
on the prominence and importance of the shechitah; but there is some- 
thing of an inconsistency, as it seems to us, in his thus maintaining the 
high importance of the sacrificial slaying, and assigning to it the pena vicaria 
of the offerer, and yet making it subservient to the sprinkling of the 
blood as the real expiation, if this offering of the blood be regarded as 
something altogether distinct from the offering of the sacrifice of death. 

Let it be granted that in the ritual of the tabernacle the offering by 
the priest of the blood was regarded, and should be regarded, as the 
centre and kernel of the sacrifice. 

But let it be submitted for consideration whether there are not various 
aspects of the death of Christ, which were shadowed forth by acts and 
circumstances, which in the Mosaic sacrifices were necessarily distinct and 
separate in time, though significant of that which, in its unity, knew no 
distinction or separation in the antitype. 

Thus (1) we view the death of Christ as the endurance of that which 
evil men and evil spirits bring upon Him. In the shadow it is the 
slaughter—the shechitah by the side of the altar. 

Again (2), we look on the death of Christ as the suffering of the out- 
casting and infliction laid upon Him by the Father for our sins. In the 
shadow it is the burning of the body without the camp (see Heb. xiii. 11). 

Again (3), we are to regard the death of Christ as offered to the Father 
for acceptance on our behalf. It is, indeed, the essential kernel of His 
sacrifice. It is signified in the shadow by the priest applying the blood 
to the altar. It may also, possibly, be signified on the day of atonement 
by the high priest’s offering the blood in the Holy of Holies, though we 
think another view of this ceremony to be preferable. 

If we rightly understand the teaching of the Epistle to the Hebrews, all 
these—separated in the teaching of the shadows—are united in the true 
atoning sacrifice of Christ, and united in His death, They are separate 
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teachings of earlier times; but it is certainly not natural to 
suppose that those additions should add the very essential and 
fundamental idea, the great central truth to which faith was to 
be taught to look for sacrificial atonement. 

Surely it could hardly have been, that the great foundation 
truth of sacrificial worship should have been left to be inserted 
with the detail carvings—the lily work—of its topstones. 

If this argument is not altogether a mistake, it must, we 
think, clearly and evidently follow, that the central point of the 
typical sacrifices as well of post-Mosaic as of pre-Mosaic times 
is to be sought, not in anything Gone with the shed blood as 
distinct from the offering of the death, but in the very offering 
to God of the life surrendered, of the death endured: yes, in 
the very death itself as sacrificially presented to God. 


aspects of His death, but not any of them separate from the time or the 
suffering of death itself, 

Another aspect of Christ’s death—its application to usward for the 
purging of our conscience—is separate, indeed, in time from Christ’s 
death, but it is by faith’s apprehension and appropriation of that death in 
the use of appointed means. 

Delitzsch says: “These three successive actions, the slaying of the 
victim in the outer court, the oblation of the fat upon the altar, and the 
crematicn of the body, éw rij¢ wapeuPorn¢ (Heb. xiii. 11), found their one 
and only antitype in the Lord’s sacrificial death on Calvary ” (On Ch. viii., 
3-6, Heb., vol. i1., p. 28, Eng. trans. See also p. 459). But if this much 
is acknowledged, why should not the same be acknowledged of the presen- 
tation or sprinkling on the capporeth and before the capporeth of the 
blood in the Holy of Holies, which preceded the last two actions men- 
tioned ? Certainly we are not to suppose that the offering of the sacrifice 
to God, and the removal of the condemnation of the law, and the conse- 
quent establishment of the new and everlasting covenant, was not fully 
accomplished before the ascension, before Christ’s entering in as our ever- 
lasting High Priest, in virtue of the blood of that sacrifice and that 
covenant, 

If there appear to be difficulties in accepting this statement, they are 
difficulties, we believe, which, for the most part, arise from fixing the eye 
too intently on the earthly types and shadows, and not sufficiently 
regarding their necessary inadequacy to represent perfectly in one view 
the fulness and completeness of the one sacrifice and oblation of the cross, 
combining in its unity a variety of aspects. Whereas, on the other side, 
the difficulties, as it seems to us, are really insuperable in the way 
of reconciling—not only with the general teaching of Scripture, but with 
the definite teaching and the distinct assertions of this Epistle—the 
notion of the sacrifice of the cross waiting till the Ascension for its pre- 
sentation to God, and for its acceptance in heaven, and for its availing for 
reconciliation, atonement, and peace. 

We submit that the office of the high priest within the veil should be 
regarded rather as an application of the blood than a sacrificial offering. 
This view seems strongly confirmed by Heb. ix. 23, And there may 
have been a special significance in the application of the blood before 
the itaorijp.oy as covering the holy law of God. It needed cleansing only 
in relation to man’s approaches, which (in the iniquity even of His holy 
things) called for the law’s condemnation, and therefore needed the appli- 
cation of the atoning blood. 
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And then for the one true Sacrifice of propitiation, we shall 
be constrained to see peace made by the blood of the Cross, 
atonement effected only by the death of the Cross, expiation 
made only by the shedding of the Life-blood of the Son of God, 
giving Himself for us, on the altar of the Cross. 

(b.) But we are bound to give some special attention to the 
witness which we have in the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah. 
That great and glorious prophecy of the Man of Sorrows—the 
Servant of Jehovah—has a most important bearing on the 
subject before us. There are found united and commingling 
the two great streams of Jewish inspired expectation — the 
stream of Messianic Redemption (for the prophecy must now 
be acknowledged to be a prophecy of the Messiah that was to 
come) and the stream of sacrificial atonement, whose voice was 
doubtless still heard by faith in the words of the father of the 
faithful, “ God will provide Himself a Lamb for a burnt offering.” 
And in the coming together of these two streams there may be 
said to be that which tends to interpret and illustrate both. 

The prophecy is clothed in sacrificial language—the Messiah 
is to make His soul an offering for sin. And what is it which 
is prominent in this view of the Messiah’s sacrifice? It is 
certainly not anything to do with His ascension. It is un- 
doubtedly not the sprinkling of His blood! The allusion to 
that (if there is allusion) may be valuable indeed as suggesting 
its true subordinate place as a mode of application. But what 
is before us is undoubtedly the death of the Divine Sufferer ?— 
the suffering unto death of the Man of our sorrows, the Bearer 
of our grief, and that (can we doubt it?) as a pana vicaria— 
the Lord making to light on Him the iniquity of us all—the 
result of which is that “by His knowledge shall My righteous 
servant justify many.” 

This is the great central picture of Old Testament prophecy. 
We see a human sufferer made a Divine Sacrifice—a sacrifice of 


1 Tsaiah lii. 15: “So shall He sprinkle many nations.” The R.V. has 
in margin ‘or startle.” Professor Cheyne says: ‘‘It seems clear to me 
that we require a word expressing the shock of joyful surprise, with 
which the nations shall greet the turn in the servant’s fortunes, as an 
antithesis to the shock of horror in vér. 14” (Pro. of Isaiah,” vol. i1,, 
p. 41). But the received translation, which is that of the Syriac and 
Vulgate, followed by Christian imterpreters generally, is defended by 
Hengstenberg. See “ Christology of Old Test.,” vol. i1., pp. 265-272. 

2 “The undeniable fact, that the later Jewish theory cf sacrifice 
regarded the slaying as a vicarious penal death, might be despised as a 
rabbinical error; but the exposition of a prophet, like the writer of 
Isa. liii., instead of being thus lightly set aside, must be regarded as 
authentic ” (Kurtz, “Sac. Worship,” p. 107). 

On the Jewish conceptions of sacrificial substitution, see Magee on 
“ Atonement,” Diss. No. 33, especially pp. 70, 74, 93, 94. Edit. 1849. 
See also Kurtz, “Sac. Worship,” p. 123. 
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propitiation—and all by His bearing the load of our sins, being 
wounded for our transgressions, and making satisfaction by His 
death. 

Surely we have here that which directs the eye of faith to 
the death of Christ alone as making atonement for our sins. 

(2) We pass on to the New Testament. We make a selection 
of a few sayings out of many in support of our contention that 
the soul seeking Peace by the salvation of Christ’s atoning 
sacrifice, is taught to look to the death of Christ alone, as all- 
sufficient and all-availing for its great need. 

(a.) Some sayings of our Blessed Lord Himself first demand 
our attention. Two of these are memorable sayings, which, 
duly weighed, would completely overturn the views of many 
who nowadays loudly profess their high admiration of the 
lofty teachings of Jesus of Nazareth, while they entirely 
repudiate the testimony to Him and His work of the Spirit of 
truth speaking by the mouth of His holy Apostles. But they 
would also, we are persuaded, suffice in themselves to correct 
the specious errors of those who would put something in front 
of faith’s view of the uplifted cross on which the Saviour died. 

These are the words of Christ Himself: “The Son of man 
came not to be ministered unto but to minister, and to give His 
life a ransom for many” (Avtpov avtl wo\N@v. Matt. xx. 28; 
see Mark x. 45). 

But let these words also be marked well: “As Moses lifted 
up the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of man 
be lifted up, that whosoever believeth on Him should not 
perish, but have eternal life” (John ii. 14). 

As regards the first of these sayings, it is not foreign to our 
present purpose to observe that our Lord is using, indeed, a 
sacrificial expression, but a word which is also much more than 
sacrificial—and a word which is echoed once and again in the 
teachings of the New Testament, and that in connection with 
language which can scarcely in fairness admit of any interpreta- 
tion which does not involve (in some sense), the notion of real 
substitution... But we are more particularly concerned now to 


1 The attempt is being made to revive the arguments of the Socinians 
against the force of the word \érpoy. For an answer to such pleadings 
the reader may be referred to Dr. W. Saumarez Smith’s “ Poena Vicaria,” 
pp. 43, 44, and “ Blood of the N.U.,” p. 38, 63-55 ; Smeaton’s “ Doctrine of 
Atonement,” pp. 153 sqq., 407 sqq. See also Westcott on “ Heb.,” pp. 295- 
297. 

What has been stated by these writers is valuable and satisfactory. 
But the reader should also be referred to “ Bp. Pearson on the Creed,” 
Art, x., pp. 545-547. London, 1840. 

In the word Xirporv are combined, in a remarkable manner, the expiatory 
and redemption ideas. See also Cremer’s Lex. in voc. And so it may be 
said, like St. Paul’s use of Aaoripioy in Rom. iii. 25, to point to Christ’s 
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observe that the giving of the Avzpov is certainly here the 
laying down of life in death, not the offering, after death, of 
life in the blood! It is not the presentation in heaven of blood 


atoning work in relation both to the moral and ceremonial law. But it 
certainly conveys commonly a notion of substitution. It is used “almost 
always for the price paid for the liberation of those in bondage” (Cremer) 
Cf. Isa, xlili. 3, dAAaypa, with Matt. xvi, 26, Mark viii. 37, dvrad\\aypa 
tic Yuync. ‘“‘ The ransom price is an expiation or (Num. xxxv. 31) an 
equivalent for the punishment due, and therefore frees from the conse- 
quences of guilt” (Lbid. p. 408). ; 

“Victima piacularis a Judeis, 123 hoc est, Adrpov seu ayridurpoy dici 
solet, victimeeque anima sive vita vice sontis ipsius anime dari” (Outram 
quoted in “ Poena Vicaria,” p. 43). 

“The word is uniformly used in the Septuagint to denote a price, com- 
pensation, or payment, with a view to deliver a prisoner from captivity. . . 
It is an advance on the idea of a sacrifice, or more precisely, the one idea 
passes over into the other” (Smeaton, pp. 411, 412). 

“Tt must be added that Adzpor, the translation of the Hebrew copher, 
is employed in the Septuagint to designate the price paid in the Mosaic 
law, to deliver anyone from threatened or merited punishment (Num. xvi. 
46 ; xxxv. 31); and our Lord here expresses the very price which He was 
to give for man’s salvation, viz., His lite. He could mean nothing else 
by this saying, but that the giving of His life is the only price or ransom 
by which the redemption of His people was effected, just as the liberation 
of a prisoner of war was effected by the Avrpov” (Lbid., p. 413). * 

“The \vrpov avri wo\A@y Of Matt. xx. 28, Mark x. 45, is here (in the 
1 Tim. ii. 6) called ayrXurpoy, in order to lay stress upon the fact of 
Christ’s coming and suffering in the stead of all and for their advantage 
(irép). As in Matt. xx. 28, Mark x, 45, a reference at least to expiation, 
whereby the expression is there determined, is undeniable ; so here also 
(cf. 1 Pet. 1. 18, 19), because the d:ddva éavrév can denote nothing less than 
surrender todeath. Of. Tit. 11. 14, d¢ 2wker éauroy trio yudy iva NuTpwWonrae 
nude, Gal, i. 4’ (Cremer’s Lex. in voc. ’Avridurpoy, pp. 409, 410). 

“ As the \vtp0v which the Redeemer offered was His own life and His » 
own person, His death was unquestionably a vicarious action in the most 
precise and strict sense of the words” (Delitzsch, on ‘“ Heb.” Diss. 1 
vol. ii., p. 447. Engl. Trans.). 

“The deliverance of man from the debt, the captivity, the bondage of 
sin—however we express the image—could only be through the satisfac- 
tion of the claims of a violated law. ... The idea of ‘redemption,’ 
‘deliverance,’ in the spiritual order, requires to be supplemented by the 
idea of ‘purchase... . The Christian, it appears, is bought at the price 
of Christ’s blood for God” (Westcott on “‘ Heb.,” pp. 296, 297). 

It has sometimes been contended, as against the substitutionary character 
of the Old Testament sacrifices, that they are never said to be ransoms, 
and that such an expression as NUrpov, avriturpoy, avriibuxoc is never applied 
to a legal offering. But this argument can only, in fairness, add force to 
the evidence which we have from the application of these very terms to 
the great antitypal sacrifice of the New Testament. (See Magee on 
“ Atonement,” p. 94. Diss. No. 38.) 

1 This is all the more to be observed, because we cannot doubt that we 
have here “ the equivalent of the Apostolic teaching that we are redeemed 
by His blood” (Saumarez Smith, “ Blood of New Cov.,” p. 50). So that 
the redeeming blood must mean the life laid down for ours. 

Compare also John x. 12, 15, 17, 18, and John xv. 13, in all of which 
Oeivar rv Wuxny may be said to be equivalent to dotvariy yyy. “ The 
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shed on earth, nor the sprinkling in any sort of the Saviour’s 
Blood on earth or in heaven; but it is the Blood-shedding, the 
dying, the death, which is here set before faith’s view as the 
great work which the Son of man came into the world to do: 
and the doing of which is the paying of the Ransom price for 
man’s redemption, for his spiritual liberty and restoration. 

And as regards the second of these two sayings it suffices to 
say that it needs not the explanation of similar words, on 
another occasion—“ This He said signifying what death He 
should die”—nor any reference to the typical history which 
illustrates it (though this will undoubtedly confirm our position), 
to make it speak clearly and distinctly to the point we have in 
view. It is the death of Christ on the uplifted tree, and nothing 
but His death, which is the grand object to which the eye of faith 
has to look, that the perishing may not perish, but have their 
death turned into eternal life. It ought, then, surely to be no 
strange language in our ears—the language in which the Fathers 
spoke of the altar of Christ’s offering and sacrifice as the altar of 
the cross. | 

Looking at these two sayings we may certainly affirm that 
they make it very difficult indeed to believe that the essence of 
the atoning sacrifice of Christ is to be sought in any offering, 
after His ascension, of His Blood (either once for all or con- 
tinually, either as a symbol of death or of life), or in anything 
else than in the very death of Christ upon the cross. 

But yet there is another saying of our Blessed Lord which is 
too important to be omitted. It is found in the words of the 
institution of the Lord’s Supper. They constitute that Sacra- 
ment the memorial of a Sacrifice. Of what sacrifice? Not of 
any sacrifice, as distinct from the offering on the cross, offered in 
heaven, but of the sacrifice of His Body given, and His Blood 
shed on Calvary. In other words, the Eucharist is made to be 
the Sacrament in which we show the Lord’s death till He come 
—the Sacrament of the Blood (not in life, but in death) of the 
New Testament, shed (not sprinkled) for the remission of sins. 
Surely our Lord’s own words have constituted it the Sacrament 
of the propitiation made by His Blood, of the benefits which we 
derive from nothing else than His sacrificial death for us.! 

And if this be so, then assuredly we have here evidence of in-. 
estimable force in support of the truth for which we are con- 
tending. 


Hebraism ‘to put’ instead of ‘to give’ has been transferred into Greek.” 
Hengstenberg (“ Christology of Old Test.,” vol. ii., p. 300) considers all 
these expressions as referring to Isa. lili. 10, and all used of Christ’s 
sacrificial death. 
1 See especially Schmid’s “ Biblical Theology of New Test.,” pp. 213,, 
214. (Engl. Trans.) 
4. 
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(b.) It is not easy to select from the many other testimonies 
which are to be found passim in the New Testament. There 
is one, however, which may not be omitted. It is the saying of 
Caiaphas, recorded because of its prophetic testimony to the 
Divine purpose in the Saviour’s death. And it is specially 
valuable because of the evangelist’s inspired interpretation of its 
prophetic import. ‘‘ Ye know nothing at all,” said the high 
priest to the council; ‘‘nor consider that it is expedient for us 
that one man should die for the people, and that the whole 
nation perish not’’ (John xi. 50). These are words which, 
from the mouth of a high priest, have a special significance. 
They surely suggest the idea of sacrificial propitiation. But we 
know that Caiaphas spake them also as a prophet in the spirit 
of prophecy. What was the high priest’s meaning we may 
conjecture; what was the meaning of the Holy Ghost in the 
application of his words we know from the explanation of the 
evangelist, who adds!: “This spake he not of himself, but, being 
high priest that year, he prophesied that Jesus should die for 
that nation; and not for that nation only, but that also He 
should gather together into one the children of God that were 
scattered abroad” (John xi. 50-52). Beside this should be set 


1 In this connection it is more than simply interesting to mark the 
Evangelist’s emphasis on the thrice-repeated statement that Caiaphas was 
high priest that year (xi. 49, 51, xviii. 13). ‘“‘ The phrase,” says Westcott, 
‘is added, not as though the office was annual, but to bring out that, at 
this last crisis of the fate of the Jews, Caiaphas was the religious head 
of the nation” (on xi. 49). 

Admirably it is said by the late Bishop Lightfoot: “The year of 
which the Evangelist speaks was the year of all years, the acceptable year 
of the Lord, as it is elsewhere called ; the year in which the great sacrifice, 
the one Atonement, was made, the Atonement which annulled once and for 
ever the annual repetitions. It so happened that it was the duty of 
Caiaphas, as high priest, to enter the Holy of Holies, and offer the Atone- 
ment for that year. The Evangelist sees, if we may use the phrase 
without irreverence, a dramatic propriety in the fact that he of all men 
should make this declaration. By a Divineirony heis made unconsciously 
to declare the truth, proclaiming Jesus to be the great atoning sacrifice, 
and himself to be instrumental in offering the victim. This irony of 
circumstances is illustrated in the case of Pilate, as in the case of 
Caiaphas. The latter, the representative of the Jewish hierarchy, 
pronounces Jesus the great atoning sacrifice ; the former the repre- 
sentative of the civil power, pronounces Him as the sovereign of the 
race, ‘ Behold your King!’ The malignity of Caiaphas and the sneer of 
Pilate alike bear witness to a higher truth than they themselves con- 
sciously apprehend ” (“‘ Genuineness of St. John’s Gospel,” in Hxpositor, 
Feb., 1890, pp. 88, 89). . 

“The high priest,” says Westcott (i loc.), “represented the Divine 
headship of the Jews, and it was through him that an inspired decision 
was given on questions of doubt (Num. xxvii, 21). The true priest is, 
as Philo says, a prophet. Here, in virtue of his office, Caiaphas so utters 
his own thoughts as to pronounce a sentence of God unconsciously.” 
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the language of St. Peter: “Who His own self bare (avnveyxev, 
a sacrificial term) our sins in His own body on the tree” (1 Pet. 
li. 24); as explaining these words: “Christ also hath once 
suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, that He might bring us 
to God” (1 Pet. iii. 18). And with these passages should be 
compared the saying of St. Paul: “Scarcely for a righteous man 
will one die; yet peradventure for a good man some would even 
dare to die. But God commendeth His love towards us in that, 
while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us” (Rom. v. 7-8). 
In the case of these passages the preposition d7rép is used, and 
before it is argued that in such connection t7ép does not 
naturally suggest the idea of substitution, the reader should 
read “ Magee on the Atonement,” App. No. xxx. , especially Dp. 68 
(ed. 1849).2 2 The teaching of 1 Tim. ti. 6, 0 dos éavtov 
avTiiutpov uTép Tavtwyv, ought to suffice to fix a substitutional 
sense on all these passages. But for our present purpose it 
suffices to mark how clearly we have set before us in all 
(Rom. v. 7-8, should be read with the context) not the incarna- 
tion, not the presentation of the blood, not any sacrificial work 
carried on in heaven, but the death of Christ, and that alone, as 
that which avails for the perishing—avails for sinners, and 
avails for their reconciliation, and their bringing home to God. 
We must forbear making further quotations. The attentive 
reader of Holy Scripture will hardly need to be reminded how 


1 It has been said, “ We are repeatedly told that He died for us, for 
our sins, for the ungodly. And yet it is, as I have said, remarkable that 
when the price is mentioned, it is always declared to be the Blood or Life 
of the sacrificial victim, not His death” (Lias, ‘‘ Atonement,” p. 32). 
This alone would be a very strong argument in support of the truth, 
that by the blood must be meant “the blood shed,” that is, “the death. x 
But this.argument is strongly confirmed by Rom. v. 9 and 10, where we 
can scarcely question that “reconciled by the death” in ver, 10, is the 
expression of the same truth as that in “‘ justified by His blood” in ver. 9. 

Let it be well observed that in Rom. v. 9,10, the antithesis between 
dv rm aware adrov and Of adrév in ver. 9, 1s parallel with the antithesis 
between did rév Oavdrov adrov and év TH Swy avrov in ver. 10. This seems 
to make it clear that aiva is here spoken of with reference to the death of 
Christ, and not to His risen life. See Dr. W. Saumarez Smith’s “ Blood 
of the New Covenant,” p. 16. 

® See also the valuable note in Dale on the “ Atonement,” pp. 475- 478, 
and Kay’s additional note on Heb. ii. 9 in “Speaker’s Com, VOln-IV., 
p. 40, and Crawford on ‘“ Atonement,” pp. 25, 494-496, Note "A and B, 
Sth edit. ; and Smith’s ‘* Poena Vicaria, 8) op 21, 48, 

3 Bishop. Ellicott’s note on this passage is ‘valuable and important : 
“The avri is here by no means redundant, but serves to express the idea 
of exchange, ‘permutationem qua velut capite caput et vita vitam 
redemit ’ (Just) : comp. avrad\Naypa, Matt. xvi. 26; avribvyoy, Ignat. 
Smyrn., 10. In this important word the idea of a substitution of 
Christ in our stead cannot be ignored.” 

4 Tt is well said: “‘ When, in so many texts of a strictly analogous ane! 
the statement that ‘Christ died for us’ has been found to convey the idea 
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many texts there are which may be said as a cloud of witnesses 
to surround the teaching of the Apostle—* I delivered unto you 
first of all that which I also received, how that Christ died for 
our sins (v7ép THY apwapTL@v judy) according to the Scriptures ” 
(1 Cor. xv. 3)—He “was delivered for our offences (6:a ra. 
TapanT@pwata nu@v), and was raised again for our justification 
(d:a THY Sixaiwow nuov)” (Rom. iv. 25). Such witness as this— 
duly weighed—added to a vast amount of indirect evidence, 
must be allowed to carry an enormous cumulative force.! 

Let the reader be specially asked to observe how the ministry 
of reconciliation (the reconciliation of Him, and to Him, Who 
was in Christ, not imputing men’s trespasses unto them) is by 
the Apostle made to rest only on this, that God “made Him to 
be sin for us Who knew no sin, that we might be made the 
rivhteousness of God in Him” (2 Cor. v. 21). 

But, above all, let the reader’s thoughts dwell much on the rela- 
tion of Christ’s Death to the glory of His Kingdom, as indicated 
in those words which He spake: “ Except a corn of wheat fall 
into the ground and die, it abideth alone; but if it die, it 
bringeth forth much fruit ” (John xii. 24). Compare Isa. liii. 10. 

And now, before we go further, we must be permitted to say 
that, after all, the strongest evidence is, perhaps, the evidence of 
omission, the witness of silence. Put aside the arguments 
built upon imperfect typical analogies, and where is any text in 
the Bible to be found which will support the doctrines of our 
new teachers ? 

Not only shall we look in vain for any statement in the New 
Testament which can fairly be regarded as setting the Incarna- 
tion before us as that which makes atonement, but also we 
shall fail to find any teaching which will lead our faith to look 


of substitution, we are warranted to conclude that in those less deter- 
minate passages, in which the like form of expression has been used, the 
sacred writers meant to teach us that the particular way in which the Lord 
Jesus suffered for our benefit, was by suffering in our room and stead. It. 
is probable, moreover, that the reason why vzép 1s so frequently employed 
in preference to ayri is that it serves to convey both of these meanings, 
expressing at once the general fact that Christ died ‘for our benefit,’ and 
the special mode in which He did so, by dying ‘as our substitute’” (Craw- 
ford, ‘‘ Sc. Doct. of Atonement,” p. 25). 

1 In Professor Crawford’s “ Doctrine of Holy Scripture respecting the 
Atonement” (Blackwood) will be found a careful analysis of all passages 
in the New Testament which speak of the death of Christ under various. 
aspects in relation to the condition and the need of fallenman. Itistoa 
view of these in their combination that we must look if we would desire 
to estimate aright the Scriptural testimony to the atonement of Christ. 
And Professor Crawford’s work will be a great help to anyone anxious te 
be guided into the truth of this matter. 

The same may be said of Professor Smeaton’s work on the Atonement 
(Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark), in which will be found a critical study of 
all the sayings of our Blessed Lord Himself concerning His atonement. 
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to any atonement made, or being made, or any sacrifice offered, 
or being offered, by our Great High Priest in heaven. 

There is much said in Holy Scripture concerning the ascended 
Saviour, but not one word concerning His there offering His 
Blood, or making atonement, for sins. 

As the ancient creeds of the Church are silent upon a point 
which, if it were indeed an object of faith, would have a claim 
to a very prominent place in our belief, so also is Holy Scripture 
silent as to any atoning or sacrificial work of Christ, past or 
present, in the most holy place.! 

III. But we possess in the New Testament an inspired treatise, 
which deals largely with the Christian interpretation of the cere- 
moniallaw. It is full of most important teaching for the instruc- 
tion of the Christian Church. And our third proposition must 
be that IN THE EPISTLE TO THE HEBREWS WE HAVE A STRONG 
CONFIRMATION OF THE CONSENSUS AS TO THE SACRIFICE OF THE 
CROSS BEING THE ONLY PROPITIATION FOR SIN. Here we ask 
special attention to four observations. 

(1) First we observe that the interpretation of the inspired 
writer gives no sanction to the idea of any sacrificial offering, 
past or present, of life in the blood, or of blood at all, or of 
anything else at all, for atonement or propitiation by our 
Great High Priest im heaven. 

Here, in this Epistle, undoubtedly we should have looked for 
such teaching if it were to be anywhere found; and here 
undoubtedly some have thought to find it, and have assumed 
that it has been found. But we venture to think the assump- 
tion has been too hastily made. The writer has, indeed, set 
before us just those typical particulars which, if any, would 


1 The iraoxec@a rac aduaoriac of Heb. ii. 17 is an unusual expression. 
Compare Luke xviii. 13—'O Od¢ iAdoOnri worr@ auaorwrp. We have, how- 
ever, Adcas0a aduiac in Dan. ix. 24. Compare 1 Sam. iii. 14 and 
Ecclus. xxxi. 19. ’E&:Adoxowa is the usual word in LXX., and seems to be 
used not only of making atonement, but also of application of atonement. 
See, e.g., Levit. xvi. 16, 18, 19, 33; Exod. xxx. 10 (cf. xxix. 36, 37, and 
Isa. vi. 7). Compare Heb. ix. 23, 24, xiii. 12, and Ezek. xliii, 23, 25, 26. 

‘TAdoxecOac must be understood in this applicatory sense in Heb. ii. 17, 
if i is to be there understood of any sacerdotal work in the true Holy of 
Holies. 

In a corresponding sense Christ is said to be the ‘Aaopoc in 1 John ii. 2. 
See Edwards, “ Doct. of Atonement,” pp. 102-104 (where ‘‘ atonement” is 
to be understood not of the act, but of the efficacy of atonement). 

In this sense it implies sacrificial propitiation already made. So we 
have in Heb. i. 3, ol éavrév KaPapicpov romodpevog THY apapTioYy nudr, 
éxaQuoev kK. T,X. 

Professor Westcott says : “‘ The one (eternal) act of Christ (c, x. 12-14) 
is here regarded as its continuous present application to men (comp. ¢. V. 
1, 2)” (on Heb., p. 57). 

He quotes Chrysostom : iva rpoceviyky Ovaiay duvapévny nae cabapioa, dia 
T ovTO yevovey avOpwToc. 
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most naturally point to such teaching concerning the Great 
Antitype; and it is, perhaps, not to be wondered at if this fact 
has been seized upon by some, and made much of in the con- 
troversy. Moreover, these particulars are set before us in 
language which might, not unnaturally, suggest some sacrificial 
ideas. But, in truth, this fact does but make it all the more 
remarkable that in turning to the work of the Great Antitypal 
High Priest, he not only nowhere uses such language,! and 
never suggests such teaching, but he does use language which 
may be said distinctly to point in another direction?—bearing 


1 It should be added that not only is the entire absence of all mention 
of any sacrificial work in heaven unaccountable, if such there be ; but, in 
particular, it should be well observed that there are many passages in 
which some notice of the offering of blood in the true Holy of Hollies 
was to be expected, and, indeed, may be said to have been demanded, if 
it were indeed a part of our Christian faith to believe in it. Compare, 
€.9., Heb. vii. 3 with 25, and ask whether the words “ever liveth to make 
intercession for us” could have been regarded as adequate if the writer 
had had any conception of Christ’s perpetual Priesthood as involving per- 
petual offering. Strangely inadequate also would be the éugarnoOjra of 
1x, 24 (mark the context) on such an hypothesis. 

2 Thus Christ is set before us as entering the true Holy of Holies 
(never as for the purpose of there bearing, or offering, or presenting His. 
blood, but) dia rod idiov aiparog (ix. 12). 

The earthly high priest entered, éy aiwar: ddXorpiy (ix. 25), and we now 
enter, ty ry atware "Inood (x. 19). 

Christ enters heaven by the instrumentality of His blood ; not there to 
make it effectual for its redeeming purposes, but because of the work 
which it has already accomplished, and therefore of the efficacy which it 
already possesses, and in which we also have access to the throne of grace 
—the true “Aaornpiov—in the Most Holy Place. 

And the offering of His sacrifice is always set before us, not as the 
offering of His blood, but of Himself, or His body. See vii. 27; ix. 14; 
ix. 28,25; x. 10—though here a “ Western reading ” has aivaroc for owparoc 
(See Westcott), “an alteration which betrays and condemns itself” 
(Delitzsch). And this offering of Himself is set before us as only once, 
because “once for all,” and because “once for all” was all-sufficient. 
see vil, 27, 28 s\ix. 12,28 :x.10,.12-14, 18, 

And this once-offering is identified with His suffering death upon the 
Cross (see ix. 26, 28); so identified that the supposition of a wodAd«c in 
this oblation involves of necessity the idea of a woAdd«ic in His suffer- 
ing (verses 25, 26). ‘‘ Christi non solum est corpus unum, sed una etiam 
oblatio, eaque inseparabilis a passione” (Bengel, “Gnomon,” on Heb, 
x a2). 

Although the prepositions éy and o:d, as applied to the blood of Christ, 
may seem to be used interchangeably, dia seems, perhaps, rather to point 
to the instrumentality of Christ’s saving work, év to the consequent in- 
vestiture in the benefits of His passion. 

Compare Eph. 1.7: éyopey rv arodtrowow did Tov aiparog adrov, with 
Eph. uu. 13: éyybe éyernOnre tv rp alipare rov yoiorov; and Col. i. 20: 
sionvorrojoac dua Tov aipdrog rov cravood abrov, with Heb. x. 29: rd aiva 
diabnkne . . . év @ nyrdoOn, and with Heb. xiii. 12: wa ayidoy did rod idiov 
aiparoc TOY hady. 


Westcott, on Heb ix. 12 (pp. 258, 259), remarks : ‘‘The use of d1¢ as mark- 
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witness, not to the need of any offering in heaven, but to the 
all-sufficient efficacy of the oblation on the Cross. We allude 
especially to the teaching concerning the work of the earthly 
high priest on the great day of Atonement. Of his entering into 
the Holy of Holies it is said: od ywpls aiwatos, 5 mpoodéper! 


ing the means, but not defining the mode (werd), is significant when taken 
in connection with verse 7 (0d xwpic). The earthly high priest took with 
him the material blood ; Christ, ‘through His own blood,’ entered into 
the presence of God; but we are not justified in introducing any material 
interpretations of the manner in which He made it efficacious.” 

Observe the change of prepositions in the following comment of Cyril 
Alex.: 6 pév xara vowov apxrepede drag sioye sig Ta Gdura, wera aiparoc rabpwr 
kai Tpaywy 6 d& Xprord¢ Ova Tov (diov aiparog etonOev ip dak sic Ta dy.a, 
. rouréoriy eic roy ovpavoy (“In Ep. Heb.” ix. 12; Op. Tom. vil., c. 985, Edit. 
Migne). 

1 As to the argument from the use of this word zooogépe, in Heb. ix. 7, 
see Marrioit’s “ Correspondence with Canon Carter,” part i., letter i., and 
Vogan’s “ Trne Doctrine of Eucharist,” p. 470. 

IIpoogépe is not necessarily a sacrificial word, and is not the word used 
in Ley. xvi., where the direction is that the high priest ecoice: both the 
sweet incense (verse 12) and the blood of the goat (verse 15) within thie 
vail. So in Heb, xiii. 11 we have : ‘Qy yap siogéperar Cowy 7d aipa epi 
apapriac, corresponding with yr rd aipa sionvéxOn tiAdoacOa éy rw ayiw of 
Lev. xvi. 27. 

It must be admitted, indeed, that the expression zpocdépa irép has 
apparently a sacrificial sound. WUpocg¢éow in the LXX. is constantly used 
for the presentation of the @vcia by the worshipper, as well as by the 
priest, to Jehovah. But it should be observed that as applied to the 
blood (ob ywpic aiparoc, 6 rpoogépet) 1t is not of common occurrence. In 
this connection it is nowhere else found in the New Testament, and four 
times only, we believe, in the Old Testament. In two of these cases it 
is used of the bringing of the blood by the sons of Aaron to their father 
(Lev. ix. 9,12). The other two examples are Lev. i. 5 (where the priests 
are enjoined to bring the blood—-zposoiscovoy ro aiwa—previous to pouring 
—kai mpooyeovor—it round about upon the altar) and Lev. vii, 23 (verse 
33 in the Heb.), where the words 6 zpocdipwy 76 aia rod owrnpiov are used 
to designate the officiating priest. 

It is to be noted that elsewhere in this epistle the work of the high 
priest within the vail appears to be prominently represented to us as 
consisting in the application of the Atonement rather than the conswm- 
mation of the sacrifice. See ix. 23 (compare verses 22 and 14), 

Professor Westcott says : ‘‘ This sprinkling of the blood is regarded in 
a wider sense as an ‘offering’ (Lev.i.5).” (“On Heb.,” p. 251.) 

Dr. Owen says: “In the Most Holy Place there was no use of this 
blood, but only the sprinkling of it ; but the sprinkling of the blood was 
always consequential unto the offering or oblation properly so called. For 
the oblation consisted principally in the atonement made by the blood at 
the altar of burnt-offerings. It was given and appointed for that end— 
to make atonement with it at that altar, as is expressly affirmed, Lev. 
xvii. 11. After this it was sprinkled for purification. Wherefore, by 
mooopepe the Apostle here renders the Hebrew 8’, used in the institu- 
tion, Lev. xvi. 15 ; which is only to bring, and not to offer properly. Or 
he hath respect unto the offering of it that was made at the altar with- 
out the sanctuary. The blood which was there offered he brought a part 
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bmép EavTod Kal TOV TOD aod ayvonuatwv. If these words had 
received a sacrificial interpretation in the teaching concerning 
the work of Christ in the true Most Holy Place, they would 
certainly have afforded substantial support to the theory of the 
true offering of Christ’s sacrifice, after His ascension, in heaven. 

But how are they interpreted? In what lanouage concerning 
the Blood is Christ’s entering into heaven set before us? Let 
the reader give careful attention to the study of this question ; 
and we are persuaded that he cannot but be struck with the 
fact that when this point comes before him to be spoken of, the 
writer uses language which can only fairly be understood as in- 
timating that Christ enters heaven not in order to offer His 
Blood in sacrifice, but because of His Blood already shed, and in 
virtue of the efficacy of His atoning death already offered upon 
the cross. 

(2) We observe next that in this Epistle we are very dis- 
tinctly taught to see the one proprtiatory sacrifice and 
oblation of the New Testament wn the death of Christ, and 
that alone. 

It may be worth while to notice separately the evidence 
furnished by this Epistle that this propitiation was perfected : 

(a) Before the session at God’s right hand. For this see 
chapter i. verse 3: “When He had made purification of sins 


of it with him into the Most Holy Place, to sprinkle it, according unto 
the institution ” (Works, vol. xxiii., pp. 231, 232, Edit. Goold). 

This view of Dr. Owen appears to us to be less open to objection than 
any other. 

It is very observable how, in the application of the teaching of the 
type to the work of the Antitype, there is an entire omission of all 
language that has a sacrificial sound when reference is made to the work 
of the Great High Priest in the true Holy of Holies. Nowhere, we 
believe, either in the Epistle to the Hebrews or in any other writing of 
the New Testament, is the present work of Christ in heaven ever spoken 
of in words which can fairly be said at all to convey any idea of sacri- 
ficial offering. See Rom. viii. 34; Heb. ii. 18; iv. 14; vil. 25; viii. 1; 
ix. 24; x.21. On 1 John ii. 2, see Bishop Wordsworth’s “ Commentary” 
and Cremer, in voc. thaopdc, and Heurtley’s “ Form of Sound Words,” 
p. 206. It is also observable how, with the idea of Christ’s Priesthood 
before him, the writer of the Epist tle to the Hebrews continually inter- 
changes the term “ Priest” with other terms, which would naturally lead 
our thoughts away from such a notion. See ii. 10): vill. Ges V9 7 vi 20 
wii. 22 ; ix. 15. 

In Heb. viii. 3 our version, ‘“‘ Wherefore it is of necessity,’ may mislead. 
“OOev avaykaioy (“‘ whence a necessity ’ ’) might equally admit the sense (as 
rendered by the Syriac) “it wus necessary.” And the change of tense 
from the present to 6 zpoceviyey can scarcely have been without design. 
See Marriott’s “Correspondence with Canon Carter,” parti., p. 5. See 
also Owen’s Works, vol. xxiii., pp. 28, 29 (Edinburgh, 1862). See vii. 27, 
and compare ix. 9 and 11, and especially! x. 18 with xiii. 20. See also 
Morton ‘On Eucharist,” p. 421. 
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(Rev. v.: 60 éavtéu cabapiopov Toinoapevos TOV apaptiov) He 
sat down on the right hand of the Majesty on high.” 

See also chapter x. verses 11 to 14: “Every priest standeth 
daily ministering and offering oftentimes the same sacrifices 
which can never take away sins. But this man, after He had 
offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, sat down on the right hand 
of God, from henceforth expecting till His enemies be made His 
footstool. For by one offering He hath perfected for ever them 
that are sanctified.” 

(b) Before the Ascension into heaven. “By His own blood 
(“through His own blood,” R.V.: 5a tév idiov atwaros) He 
entered in once (ébdzra€) into the holy place, having obtained 
eternal redemption forus” (aiwviav AdTpwow evpapmevos).} (ix. 12). 

Observe the force and importance of this saying. If we 
accept the translation of the Authorized and Revised Versions 
its witness is clear against the notion of the atonement-price 
having been once for all paid down on the entrance into heaven, 
between the ascension and the session. The entrance into the 
holy place is here stated to have been after Redemption (not 
price to be paid for Redemption—compare v. 16) acquired, and 
in virtue of the shed blood; or, in other words, because of the 
death which accomplished it. 

(c) Before the Resurrection. For witness to this we ask 
special attention to chapter xi. 20: “The God of peace, that 
brought again from the dead our Lord Jesus, that Great Shepherd 
of the Sheep, through the blood of the everlasting covenant.” 
The Greek here is év atwate. The Revised Version renders 
“with the blood,” adding in the margin, “Or by, Gr. wm.”? A 


1 See note below, pp. 61, 62. 

* Compare Rom. v. 9, duawéivreg tv rp aivart abrov, and ili. 25, 
Ov mootOeTo 6 Oedc aornoor, Oia Tig wisTrewe, év TP abrov aipart, and Ephes. 
ll. 13, éyyde éyernOnre tv rH aware Tov yowwrov—(where the expression “ in 
the blood of Christ’ compared with verses following, has been well said 
to show that the blood of the crucified Saviour is the instrument whereby 
reconciliation to God is effected. ‘This reconciliation takes place in 
virtue of the sacrificial death of Christ.” See Dr. W. Saumarez Smith, 
‘Blood of the New Covenant,” p. 18, and Heb. ix. 25, Wdozep 6 dpytepede 
eloéoxerat sic Ta “ya Kar’ érvavToy éy aware adddAoroiw (which is parallel with 
Ov aiparoc rodywy Kai pooxwy of verse 12). And see note of Dr, W. Sau- 
marez Smith in “ Blood of New Covenant,” p. 21. 

Dr. W. Saumarez Smith says: “The use of the preposition in the 
Greek version of Zech. (ix. 11) is in favour of regarding the éy as quasi- 
instrumental, or as indicating the cause in virtue of which something takes 
place. On the other hand, the fact that in ix. 12 dia is used, and not é, 
and that in ix. 25, where the presentation of the blood by the high priest 
, in the holy place is spoken of, the preposition év obviously means ‘ with ’ 
(accompanied by or, as it were, invested in), would corroborate the 
rendering ‘with.’ According to the former interpretation, ‘the blood of 
the covenant’ is the instrumental basis of the risen and renewed life ; 
according to the latter interpretation, it is the virtue of the accomplished 
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comparison of x. 19, “Having, therefore, brethren, boldness to: 
enter into the holiest by the blood of Jesus” (év T® aipate 
‘Inaév), will leave no doubt that, by whatever English preposi- 
tion it is rendered, the forze of év here requires us to understand 
that it was in virtue of the blood of the covenant, because of its 
availing efficacy, because, having been shed for many for the 
remission of sins, it had accomplished its work, that the Lord 
Jesus was raised from the dead. A comparison of ix. 15, 16, 18, 
22, will make this, we believe, still more abundantly clear. 
And if this be so, then, not only have we evidence here that the 
blood of the Sacrifice had been effectual, and had been accepted 
as effectual, before the resurrection of Christ, but also an 
assurance that the New Covenant in that blood was, before the 
Resurrection, already established and confirmed, and in full force 
—even that Covenant concerning which the Holy Ghost had 
witnessed that it not only contained the Lord’s promise: “I will 
put My laws in their hearts, and in their minds will I write them,” 
but also the assurance: “Their sins and iniquities will I remem- 
ber no more;” concerning which the Epistle adds: “ Now, where 
remission of these is, there is no more offering for sin” 
(Heb. x. 18). It follows from this that, at a date previous 
to the resurrection of Christ, not only all sacrificing for sin, but 
all offervng for sin had been for ever excluded. 

And thus all question is removed as to the time of the 
offering once made, of which the writer tells usin chapter ix. 27 : 
‘‘As it is appointed unto men once to die, but after this the 


sacrifice which accompanies the great Deliverer in the new stage of His: 
administrative work” (“The Blood of the New Covenant,” p. 24). 

The argument in the text will hold equally well, whichever interpreta- 
tion may be adopted. 

Delitzsch quotes Aq.: ‘ Virtute ac merito sanguinis ipsius in morte 
effusi” (p. 401). 

Professor Westcott says: “The raising of Christ was indissolubly 
united with the establishment of the covenant made by His blood, and 
effective in virtue of it” (“On Heb.,” vol. ii., p. 448). 

See also Dr. Kay’s note in “Speaker’s Commentary.” 

“In a remarkable prophecy in the Book of Zechariah the Father is. 
represented as addressing the Son: ‘As for Thee, by the blood of Thy 
covenant I have sent forth Thy prisoners out of the pit wherein is no 
water.’ Here is an evident prediction of the deliverance of Christ’s 
people from the dreary dungeon of death. . . . Now compare with this 
those words of the Epistle to the Hebrews (xiii. 20). . . . Here is the 
same covenant ratified by the same blood, securing the deliverance of 
Christ from the pit wherein was no water, which by the prophet is 
spoken of as securing the deliverance of Christ’s people. Nor, truly, are 
they diverse deliverances ; Christ’s deliverance is the deliverance of His 
people ” (Heurtley’s “ Sermons on Recent Controversy,” pp. 79, 80). i 

1 So St. Chrysostom : Tijy duabijeny dia the Ovoiac Edweev, Et rotvuy agine 
-ac dpapriag did ric pudic Ovoiac, obkéri xocia devrépag (“In Ep. Heb.,” cap. x., 
Hom. xviii., Op. Tom. xii., p. 175, Edit. Montfaucon). 
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judgment: so Christ was once offered to bear the sins of many, 
and unto them that look for Him shall He appear the second 
time unto salvation.” That offering must have been the 
offering, not after the ascension, in heaven, but the offering 
completed upon the Cross. It must have been the sacrifice 
of His death on Calvary. Then and there it must have been 
that “through the Eternal Spirit He offered Himself without 
spot to God” (Heb. ix. 14). Then and there it must have beeu 
that He offered “the one sacrifice for sins for ever” (Heb. x. 12). 
Then and there it must have been that He made, by His one 
oblation of Himself once offered, a full, perfect, and sufficieut 
sacrifice, oblation and satisfaction, for the sins of the whole 
world. | 


* Let it be further suggested for consideration whether the full sig- 
nificance for us of Heb. ix. 8 has been quite clearly and fully exhibited by 
the commentators in general. There was a Divine meaning in that veil 
which shut out all from the Most Holy Place. The Holy Ghost was 
teaching by it that “the way into the holy place hath not been made 
manifest while the first tabernacle hath still an appointed place” (West- 
cott). So—to look at the Antitype—there was no way into the true 
Holy of Holies all the time that the type had its standing. But there is 
away now. The way has been made open. There is no veil now. The 
shadow which had the veil has passed away. And we have to do now 
with the truth. And in the truth we have to do with no veil, because 
there was a time when the truth, of which the veil was a shadow, was 
done away ; and at that same moment the typical shadow ceased to have 
its standing. When was that moment? Will any doubt that it was 
then, when the veil of the temple was rent in twain from the top to the 
bottom ? What a signification of At-twain-ment taken away and At-one- 
ment made, at that moment when at the word “It is finished” the dark- 
ness passed and the light shone upon the dead body of the Son of God, 
even of Him who is the Resurrection and the Life! Now we have 
(through a no-veil) rappyoiay sic riy sicodoy rHy ayiwy in the blood of 
Jesus (Heb. x. 19). And now the teaching of the veil is the teaching of 
that which to the Christian faith (though not to the eye of sight) was, | 
but is not; and is not because Christ has made peace by the blood 
at aes cross, and so has made nigh those who in their exclusion were 

ar off. 

See Owen’s Works, vol. xxiii., pp. 242, 501 and 504, and Martensen, 
“Christian Dogmatics,” p. 314. 

The words rij¢ capxdc avrov of verse 20 should be understood, we believe, 
of our Lord’s human mortal life upon earth in the days of His flesh 
(compare rij¢ capKkog avrov of Ch. v. 7), in which (summing up owr mortal 
life) was summed up, in some sense, the veil of separation between earth 
and heaven. In the rending asunder of that in His death—destroying 
death and taking away the condemnation—we have the new and living 
way consecrated for us by His own entering in by the same way in His 
resurrection-life. But, however verse 20 may be interpreted, the words 
dud Tov KarareTdoparoc should certainly not be understvood as implying any 
veil now standing. The towrepoy rod cararerdoparoc of vi. 19 is only the 
name of the Most Holy Place (see Lev. xvi. 2, 12, 15 in LXX.), and must 
not be forced into giving evidence as to the existence of the veil now 
“One entrance left the way open for ever. The ‘veil’ was ‘rent’” 
(Westcott, p. 259), | : 


60 The Death of Christ. 


(3) All this, it may be said, is very simple and very obvious. 
No doubt it is so. But it is also very forcible. We think it 
needs no addition. Nevertheless, we desire very briefly to draw 
attention to three passages in the ninth chapter of this epistle. 
Each of these has an evidential value of its own. All three 
combine to show most clearly that (whatever subordinate 
position may be assigned to the report or evidence of death, or 
to the application of the atoning efficacy of death as bythe sprink- 
ling of blood) the real benefits of the sacrifice—the remission of 
_ sims, the purging of the conscience, the promise of eternal 
inheritance—is, by the Christian faith, to be ascribed to the 
death of Christ, and to that alone. 

(a) The first passage is Heb. ix. 11-14. It compares and 
contrasts the legal and ceremonial purification by the blood of 


This truth is well expressed hy Cyril Alex. : Acesonyvuro cai ro kararé- 
TAGMA TOU VaOv, TOIC ei¢ ad’ToV TLoTEvOVELY éKKaddTTOY On TA ayia THY ayiwY, 
kai ra towrara Oeviov’ we obkéte piv éxovone ordow Tie TewTNHE oKNYAC, 
TEepaveowméevnc O& On THC THY ayiwy d00v, Ondoy O& Ort THE ele TA dyLa THY ayiwy 
(“ Adv. Nestor.,” lib. v., cap. v., Op. Tom. ix., c. 236, Edit. Migne; p. 136, 
Edit. Aubert.). 

Rightly, we think, it is said by Dr. T. C. Edwards: “The larger and 
more perfect tabernacle is the holiest place itself, when the veil has been 
removed, and the sanctuary and courts are all included in the expanded 
holiest” (“ Ep. to Heb.,” p. 158). 

If the truth taught by the rent veil had been kept in the full view of 
faith, as a real opus operatum, the accomplished work of the Divine 
Redeemer—the one only true High Priest of our profession—it would 
surely have been impossible for the Christian Church to have sanctioned 
—in its natural sense—the teaching of such words as spoke of the open- 
ing of heaven by the words of the Mass-priest, by the opus operatum in the 
Eucharistic sacrifice. Language which bade men believe “in ips4 immola- 
tionis hora ad sacerdotis vocem, ccelos aperire”’ (see Gratian, ‘“ Decret.,” 
par. ii1.; ‘* De consecratione,” dist. ii., can. lxxii., p. 1288), may, at first, have 
been comparatively innocent, because the belief of Christ’s work might have 
deprived them of their dangerous meaning, and left in them only what 
faith might see in the memorial, clothed in a “ holy excess of language ”’ 
(see “ Romish Mass and English Church,” p. 92). But there is good reason 
to believe that even in the mind of Gregory they were not free from 
suggestions of superstitious ideas (see Neander, ‘‘Ch. Hist.,” vol. v., 
pp. 173, 174, Hdit. Clark), And in after ages, as the atoning work of 
Christ became obscured, their natural sense must have acquired a reality 
in the popular mind which can only have ministered to a spirit of 
delusion, 

Much of popular misconception concerning the High Priesthood of 
our Blessed Lord might have its correction in the full view of the truth 
that the priesthood after the order of Melchisedec is the priesthood not 
of “the priest behind the veil” (Expositor, June, 1888, p. 419), but of an 
opened heaven and a rent veil—of Redemption accomplished by His 
death—of Atonement perfectly made by His blood. 

It has been truly observed of the writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews 
how central to his system of thought “is the conception of Christianity 
as the religion of free access, and with what truth that conception may 
be represented as the dogmatic kernel of the epistle” (Dr. Bruce, in 
Expositor, December, 1889, p. 434). 


+ 
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sin-offering, or by the water of separation—with the purging or 
sanctifying (in its relative sense) whereby the blood of Christ 
purifies the conscience of the sinner. Does the sprinkling of 
the blood of Christ purge because it is presented after an 
interval (either as life or as death) in Heaven? Nay; but it 
purges the conscience because it is the blood of Him who entered 
into the holy place after he had obtained eternal redemption for 
us. It purges because it is the blood of Christ, who, through 
the Eternal Spirit, offered Himself without spot to God.! 


1 The argument of our text will hold even if the interpretation given 
of aiwviay NiTpwow evpauevog be thought doubtful. Delitzsch, indeed, 
approves of Ebrard’s translation, ‘‘accomplishing thereby an eternal 
redemption.” And he regards the redemption as not fully obtained 
before our Lord’s entrance to the Father, that entrance being itself the 
conclusion of the great redeeming act (on ix. 11, 12, vol. ii, p. 82, Engl. 
Trans.). But he acknowledges that Liinemann’s rendering, “after He 
had obtained,” is “not ungrammatical ” (p. 82). 

Against this view, which is approved by Alford, and is regarded as not 
inadmissible by Professor Westcott, the following remarks of Dr. Owen 
seem very forcible : 

‘““ What they say, that the sacrifice of Christ was performed or offered 
in heaven, and is yet so offered, utterly overthrows the whole nature of 
His sacrifice. For the Apostle everywhere represents that to consist 
absolutely in one offering, once offered, not repeated or continued. 
Herein lies the foundation of all his arguments for its excellency and 
efficacy ... In this place the ‘redemption obtained’ is the same upon 
the matter with the ‘ purging of our conscience from dead works’ (verse 14), 
which is ascribed directly unto His blood.” [It may be added, “and to 
His blood as the application of the one offering on the Cross.” See 
v.14.] (‘'On Heb. ix. 12,” Works, vol, xxili., p. 277, edit. Goold.) 

“Tt is a vain speculation, contrary to the analogy of faith, and destruc- 
tive of the true nature of the oblation of Christ, and inconsistent with 
the dignity of His person, that He should carry with Him into heaven a 
part of that material blood which was shed for us on the earth. This 
some have invented, to maintain a comparison in that wherein is none in- 
tended. The design of the Apostle is only to declare by virtue of what 
He entered as a priest into the holy place. And this was by virtue of 
His own blood when it was shed, when He offered Himself unto God. 
This was that which laid the foundation of, and gave Him right unto the 
administration of, His priestly office in heaven,” (Jbid., pp. 280, 281. See 
also Gouge on Heb., vol. il., p. 242, edit. Nichol.) 

The argument which follows, beginning with verse 15, Kai did rotro, in 
its natural interpretation connecting the azodiroworc with Pavdrou yevouévon, 
seems a very strong confirmation of Dr. Owen’s view, which is certainly 
the one which commends itself to ordinary minds as the natural and 
obvious meaning of the Apostle’s language. The very words did row idiov 
aiparoc (verse 12) seem to imply that the redemption has been made, not 
is about to be made, by the blood. He already has zagpnoia sic rv cioodoy 
roy ayiwy in virtue of His blood shed (see x. 19). 

The Vulgate has “eterna inventa redemptione ;” the O.L., “ eterna 
expiatione reperta,” Oyril Alex. says: To idvv aipa rij¢ awavrwy wie 
dvrdddaypa Jove, siparo TH Kdopp rabrny THY aiwviay AbTowor (‘In Ep. Heb.,” 
ix. 12, Op. Tom. vii., c. 984, edit. Migne). 

But whatever question there may be about the possible sense of 
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(6) The second passage is Heb. ix. 15-17. It is a passage, 
the interpretation of which is much disputed. But, however 
interpreted, it bears witness to death as the means for the re- 
demption of the transgressions under the first covenant, and, 
taken in connection with the previous passage, sets this death 
simply as death before us as constituting Christ the Mediator of 
the new covenant. 

(c) The third passage is Heb. ix. 18-22. It shews from the 
history of the first covenant, the connnection of blood—the 
blood of sprinkling—with this necessity of death. This last 
passage is specially valuable and important, because after speak- 
ing of the sprinkling of the blood, the blood of the covenant, it 
adds: “ And almost all things are by the law purged with blood, 
and without shedding of blood is no remission.” The force of 
this passage lies especially in the fact that it does not say 
“‘without sprinkling of blood is no remission,” but it says, 
yopls aimatexxvolas ov yivetar abeots ; thereby showing us the 
true subordination of the sprinkling as a means merely of 
applying the efficacy which is to be viewed as resulting only 
from the blood-shedding!—that blood-shedding which, in the 


evodmevoc in verse 12, there can hardly be any fair question (notwith- 
standing Dr. Milligan’s argument in “ Resurrection of Our Lord,” p. 254) 
as to the meaning of éavrdy rpoonveycey in verse 14. “The sacrifice upon 
the altar of the Cross preceded the presentation of the blood. The phrase 
éavrov mpoonveykey Clearly fixes the reference to this initial act of Christ’s 
high-priestly sacrifice” (Westcott, im loc., p. 261; see also Westcott’s 
note on 7occdéoy éav7dy in verse 25, pp. 273, 274). 

Even Delitzsch says ; ‘ We give up any reference of rooonveyxey here 
to Christ’s heavenly zpocgopa, such as that assumed by Bleek and the 
Socinian and Arminian commentators, Whenever the sacrifice of Christ 
is typically and antithetically compared with the sacrifices of the Old 
Testament, it is His self-oblation on the altar of the Cross which is the 
point of comparison” (“On Heb.,” vol. ii., pp. 95, 96, Engl. Trans.). 

This suffices for the argument in the text, which is meant to rely mainly 
on this unquesticnable teaching. 

1 Attempts have been made to evade the true meaning of this declara- 
tion by translating aiparecyvoia “ sprinkling of blood.” See Kurtz, “Sac. 
Worship,” p. 104. But Luke xxii. 20 is decidedly against this. See 
Delitzsch as quoted by Alford in loc. See also Cremer’s Lex in voc. 

Besides, the Writer has another term by which he expresses the 
sprinkling of blood (xi. 28), and he is not likely to have coined a word 
to express the same thing here. And even if he had coined a word for 
the purpose, it would hardly have been atwarexyvoia. 

Aipa ixxéew denotes only the shedding of the blood as the act of killing. 
‘““Wurther, in favour of the signification blood-shedding ... the expression 
employed concerning the blood of Christ, Luke xxii. 20... tells. And 
finally, the word occurs in patristic Greek—where it is not generally used 
in any specially ritualistic or Christian sense—simply with the meaning 
blood-shedding, slaying, murder” (Cremer, p. 71). 

Bengel says: “Sine effusione sanguinis non fit remissio; hoc axioma 
totidem verbis extat in Tr. Talmudico Joma. vid. imprimis Lev. 
SVC Ae 
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case of the great High Priest of the good things that were to 
come, has its account given us in the words of verse 26: “ But 
now once in the end of the world hath He appeared to put 
away sin by the sacrifice of Himself.” 


In the case of the dta@ycn with Abraham, in Gen. xv. (see verse 18 of 
LXX.), there was aivarecyvoia, but apparently no sprinkling. 

We quote the following valuable remarks from Dr. W. Saumarez 
Smith’s “ Blood of the New Covenant”: ‘It should be observed that the 
mention of Christ’s blood in the New Testament can never be severed 
from the thought and remembrance of His death. As, under the Old 
Covenant, the blood—however high the value assigned to it might be as 
the vehicle, or symbol, of life—could not be religiously used or rendered 
efficacious without death (the outpouring of life, aiarecyvoia), so, under 
the New Covenant, whatever value we may learn to attach to the blood 
of Christ as a quickening or purifying agent in our spiritual life, we 
cannot and may not separate that efficacy from the fact and significance of 
His death upon the Cross to be ‘the propitiation for our sins, and not for 
ours only, but for the whole world.’ The blood of Christ, then, in the theo- 
logical application of the term, must not be taken as denoting simply the 
blood that flowed in the veins of Christ’s human body, or was shed upon 
the cross in Calvary. It connotes the sacrificial death of Christ and all 
its remedial issues” (pp. 35, 36). 

Delitzsch observes: “The notions of aiua and @davaroc are, from 
verse 13 onwards, closely connected throughout the whole paragraph.” 
He notes also the remarkable parallel in the words of institution of the 
Lord’s Supper (Luke xxii. 20). (‘On Heb.,” vol. ii., p. 122.) 

Kurtz (whose argument as a whole is very valuable) says: ‘ The 
imposition of hands may be more exactly defined as the consecration to 
death (according to the analogy of Lev. xxiv. 14), and that a vicarious, 
penal death ; the slaughtering, as the completion of this penal death, by 
which the blood of the animal was fitted to become the medium of 
expiation ; and the sprinkling of the blood the completion of the expiation 
itself” (‘‘Sac. Worship,” p. 102). 

And this view may very well be admitted when the sprinkling on the 
altar is understood as the offering to God and the acceptance by Him of 
the death of the victim for propitiation. Only it must be insisted on that 
that which corresponds to the payment of the debt is in the death itself 
offered to God. In the Antitype faith is to be taught to see clearly the 
great barrier on the Divine side in God’s condemnation of sin, and this 
removed by the Divine propitiation which is in the death of Christ. And 
in this, we believe, Kurtz is in full agreement with us. ‘ The blood,” he 
says, “ brought to the altar was a proof that the merited punishment has 
been endured, and in that light was fitted to cover the sinful soul of the 
sacrificer himself” (p. 115). See also p. 117. 

In the memorable sacrifice of Elijah (1 Kings xviii.) we are not told of 
anything done with the blood of the burnt-offering. 

[It would add greatly to the value of Mr. Moule’s argument if his valu- 

able tract on “The Blood of Christ” were supplemented by a similar 
examination of the use of the word “ blood” in the Old Testament. 

Professor Westcott says: ‘‘ The place occupied by blood in the Jewish 
sacrifices was connected with the general conception attached to it through- 
out the Pentateuch ” (“On Ep, of St. John,” p. 34). 

In view of present controversies, therefore, it is material to notice the 
Divine declaration : “ Blood it defileth the land ; and the land cannot be 
cleansed of the blood that is shed therein, but by the blood of him that: 
shed it” (Num. xxxv. 33). 
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We believe it is very important to distinguish clearly between 
the true efficacy of the blood which makes atonement, the death 
which effects our reconciliation, the shed blood of the everlasting 
covenant, on the one hand; and on the other hand the ordained 


When the shedder of blood could not be identified, the city nearest to: 
the slain was to put away the guilt of the innocent blood by the elders 
striking off the head of a heifer (or rather breaking its neck, asin Exod. | 
xiii. 13) which had known no yoke, in the presence of the priests (Deut. 
xxl, 4, sqq.), and making supplication, Here the heifer is clearly the sub- 
stitute. And there is no injunction to do anything with the blood, which 
may probably not have been shed at all. See ‘‘Speaker’s Com.” 

Even Delitzsch (who maintains that in sacrifice “the vicarious repre- 
sentation depended on the blood, and the slaying had nothing to do with 
it”) acknowledges that here the vicarious representation “is made to. 
depend on the slaying itself ;” and he adds : ‘‘1t must be specially noticed 
that no mention is made of the flowing blood of the beast” (on Heb., 
vol. ii., p. 459). 

And when, in David’s reign, the innocent blood of the Gibeonites was. 
visited with famine, atonement was made and the judgment removed by 
the hanging (i.e., fastening to stakes) of the seven sons of Saul (2 Sam. 
xxi. 9). And in this case, though the victims were “ put to death,” there 
is nothing in the narrative to indicate that anything was done with the 
shed blood, nor of necessity that any blood was shed at all. There was 
here a Substitution ; and the land was cleansed from blood by the blood 
(representatively) of him that shed it; but only (it would seem) by blood 
understood as equivalent to death. 

So, also, there was no actual shedding of blood in the death of the high- 
priest (Num. xxxv. 28) which liberated from the City of Refuge the 
man-slayer, who, though in safeguard from the hand of the avenger of 
blood, may have literally shed no blood (verses 22, 23)—that death which 
certainly presignified typically the death of Christ, and the release which 
we have from bloodguiltindss by His blood. 

According to the Mishna, the man-slayer need not fly to a city of refuge 
if the high-priest died immediately afterwards ; because, according to the 
Gemara, the death of the high-priest (not the exile of the fugitive) con- 
stituted the atonement. See Delitzsch on Heb., vol. ii., p. 457. 

None, surely, will maintain that the resurrection-life of the ascended 
and glorified Saviour is, or ever was, in His outpoured blood. 

Nevertheless, ows new life—the life which is had with Christ in God— 
comes all from that blood, because it was shed for the remission of our 
sins, because we are reconciled to God by the death of His Son, so that 
each believing soul can say : ‘‘I live by the faith of the Son of God, Who: 
loved me, and gave Himself for me.” 

In the true view of the Atoning Blood we do not see how it is possible: 
to separate (as Dr. Milligan would apparently desire to separate) ‘‘ the 
thought of continued efficacy” from “ the thought of the one act upon 
the cross” (‘‘ Resurrection of Our Lord,” p. 299). 

Certainly, according to the Epistle to the Hebrews, as well as according 
to the whole testimony of the Oracles of God, and of the faith of the 
Christian Church, it is (in some sense) one act and one offering, by which: 
Christ has perfected for ever them that are sanctified. 

Well has it been said: “If the sacred writers do not consentiently, 
with one voice, nay, with one acclamation, ascribe the Atonement, the 
propitiation, the reconciliation of God to man, of man to God, the for- 
giveness of sins, to the death of Christ, there is neither truth nor trust in. 
language” (Heurtley, “ Form of Sound Words,” p. 22). 
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means for the application of the atoning sacrifice to our souls, 
the appointed seals which warrant our faith’s appropriation of 
the merits of Christ’s passion, the Divine pledges which teach 
each Christian heart to look by faith to the Redeemer’s cross 
and say: ‘He loved me, and gave Himself for me.” 

If this distinction is not always very distinctly visible in the 
Old Testament, it ought certainly to be very clearly seen in the 
light of the New Testament. 

It is essential, no doubt, that by the application of the blood | 
we should be “sanctified —“ washed, and sanctified, and 
justified.” How else can we know the blessedness of those 
whose iniquities are forgiven, and whose sins are covered ?} 
And it is just this application of the Atonement whereby we 
are “sanctified” in this relative sense—a sense, however con- 
nected, separate from the idea of inward and spiritual change. 
But this sanctification involves no renewal or repetition of 
offering, no perpetuation or continuation of sacrificial oblation.? 


1 Does not the idea of this application enter at times into the full 
meaning of the Hebrew 0°53 and the Greek iAaopic ?' Or, at least, into 
that of their cognate verbs? See, ¢.g., Lev. xvi. 16, 20, 30, 33, in LXX. 
compared with Heb. ix. 13, 14, 23. See above, p. 53 (note). 

On the relation of this application to the Atonement, see Bishop Dow- 
name’s “ Treatise of Justification,” pp. 10, 11, 12 (London, 1639). 

That the high-priest’s taking the blood within the veil signified applica- 
tion of atonement rather than consummation of sacrifice (see above, 
pp. 45 and 53) may be further supported by the teaching of Heb. xiii. 
11,12. After setting before us the burning without the camp of the 
bodies of the sin-offerings, whose blood is brought into the sanctuary by 
the high-priest for sin, the writer makes this application : “ Wherefore, 
Jesus also ” (not that He might complete His atoning work by offering His 
blood in heaven, which assuredly is what should naturally have followed if 
this had been the corresponding work in the true Holy of Holies, but) 
; Ee He might sanctify the people with His own blood, suffered without 

e gate.” 

Let the reader be asked to compare attentively Heb. ix. 13, 14, and 
especially ix. 23, where Bengel very well observes : “Si Judzeus queerat, 
quee sunt sacrificia vestra ? respondebimus, Sacrificia nostra consistunt in 
unico Crucifixi sacrificio. In hac apodosi verbum ka€apiZecOa, mundari, 
subauditum, facit hypallagen. Nam Coelestia per se sunt pura: sed nos 
purificandi fuimus, ut illa possemus capessere, v. 14.” (“ Gnomon,” p. 900, 
1855). See above, p. 45 (note). And compare Exod. xxx. 10 (in Heb. 
and LXX.) with Ley. xvi. 18, 19. 

2 It is most important to observe that there is an ambiguity in the term 
‘‘ perpetual sacrifice.” (1) It may mean a sacrifice to be offered perpetually. 
(2) Or it may be taken as the equivalent of the language of Heb. x. 12, 
piav vrin auapriay moocevéyKac Ovoiay sic Td OinveKtc—a Juge sacrificium, be- 
cause by reason of the one offering it is perpetually available, insomuch 
that because of its being one and once, and in that once having perfectly 
accomplished the work of propitiation, all other offering is for ever 
excluded. 

There is an important element of sacrifice—the important element in 
view of present controversies—the idea of which is necessarily included in 
the one sense, and excluded from the other. 


h 
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Faith is to see all as the outcome of the one sacrifice of the 

Cross. We are sanctified for admission into the most holy 

Presence, and into His sacred service “through the offering of 
= 


The first sense involves the assertion, the second the denial, of perpetuity 
of oblation. An example will show the importance of this distinction : 

In the first sense the term is used by R. I. Wilberforce in “ Doctrine 
of Incarnation” (p. 252, edit. 1885; see also Canon Carter’s Correspond- 
ence with Marriott, part ii., p. 86); and he quotes in support of it a 
passage which goes to give countenance to it only in the second sense (“a 
sacrifice of everlasting virtue, to be the continual propitiation for our 
sins”). Itis a quotation from Dean Jackson, whose testimony is clear 
against it in the first sense. He says of Christ : ‘“‘ He is gone before us 
into the sanctuary to make perpetual intercession, Who before had made an 
everlasting atonement for us here on earth” (Works, vol. x., p. 38, Oxford, 
1844). Again: “The Apostle could not prove the legal services to have 
been imperfect for this reason, that they were often offered, unless this 
universal were true, and taken by him as granted, ‘ that no sacrifices or 
sacrifice, of what kind soever, which is often offered, can be perfect, or 


sufficient to take away sins.’ .. . If it had been of value infinite, or all- 
sufficient to take away sin .. . there had been no more offering either 
required or left for sin . . . forif once offered, it were in the nature of 


an offering infinite; it necessarily took away all other offerings or manner 
of offering for sin” (Lbid., vol. ix., pp. 584, 585). 

Bossuet would fain save the perpetuity of oblation (in view of the argu- 
ment from the Epistle to the Hebrews) by making a distinction between 
senses of offering. 

And the distinction would have stood him in good stead, if he could 
have made it between real sacrificial oblation and mere unsacrificial offering 
to view (see Waterland’s Works, vol. v., p. 129, note) in representation (not 
re-presentation). But this distinction would have made void the sacrifice 
of the Mass, as it must also make void the Eucharistic sacrifice of modern 
Romanizing teachers. The Epistle excludes now all offering for sin 
(whether in the way of iteration or continuation) in any real sacrificial 
sense whatever. See “ Romish Mass and English Church,” p. 98. 

‘“‘Tf the value of the sacrifice be truly infinite . . . the often offering of 
the sacrifice, after what manner soever, is superfluous and blasphemous” 
(Dean Jackson, Works, vol. ix., p. 592). 

Others, apparently, would now fain preserve a perpetuity of oblation by 
the teaching that the “ one” and the “ once for all” is a continuous unity 
extending through the past, the present, and the future. Dr. Milligan 
has written, in striking contrast to the teaching of St. Chrysostom (see 
above, p. 58): “ His offering, therefore, is one and once for all; not 
simply because of its excellency at the moment when first made, but be- 
cause it never ceases, and never can cease, to be offered. It is simply 
impossible to repeat it, for we can never repeat what has not been first 
brought to an end” (in Expositor, November, 1888, p. 351. See also 
Lias on Atonement, p. 35). 

But how will this stand beside the inspired words, “Ozov 6: ddeoe rovrwr, 
obkére mpocdopa wepi apwapriac ? (Heb. x. 18). In the view of the writer of 
the Epistle to the Hebrews the offering certainly had in the past been 
‘“‘brought to an end.” See x. 12, 13, 14. 

“ Sufficit. ut sacrificium sit perpetuum ratione efficacize et continuse 
applicationis. Ita sacrificium Christi semel oblatum, quod actu oblationis 
cessavit, perpetuo tamen durat ratione virtutis et valoris eterni” (Tur- 
retin, ‘‘ De Officio Christi Mediatoris,” Inst. Theol. Elenc., par. ii., p. 451, 
Geneva, 1688). 
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the body of Jesus Christ once for all” (x. 10). “For by one 
offering He hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified ” 
(x. 14)—that is, those whose hearts are thus “sprinkled from an 
evil conscience” (x. 22), whose conscience is ‘‘ purged from 
dead works” (ix. 14), purged in that purging—the fountain 
open for sin and for uncleanness—of which we read in the begin- 
ning of this epistle, that when the Son of God had by Himself 
made a purgation for sins (kaQapiopov tromncdpevos TOV Auap- 
tiv), He “‘ sat down on the right hand of the Majesty on high” 
(i. 8). 

(4) It will be observed that attention has been given only to 
those particulars of the Mosaic ritual which have been com- 
monly alleged of late as supporting another view of sacrificial 
efficacy. Our aim has been to show not only that these admit 
of an interpretation consonant with the general testimony of 
Holy Scripture to the death of Christ as the propitiation for the 
world’s sin, but that no other interpretation can fairly be 
brought into harmony with the teaching of this Epistle to the 
Hebrews. 

But the connection in which the writer alludes to the water 
of separation seems to call for a brief notice, as furnishing an 
additional argument of some value in its bearing on this con- 
troversy. The words we have to comment upon are these: “ If 
the blood of bulls, and of goats, and the ashes of an heifer 
sprinkling the unclean, sanctifieth to the purifying of the flesh, 
how much more shall the Blood of Christ, who, through the 
Eternal Spirit, offered Himself without spot to God, purge your 
conscience from dead works, to serve the living God 2’ 
(ix. 13, 14). Observe the contrast here between the dead and 
the living. The dead works of the sinner pollute the soul and 
defile the conscience so that the man cannot be admitted to 
draw near to the living God to worship Him. So, in repre- 
sentation of this, the Israelite who had come in contact with 
anything of death (a bone, or a grave, or a dead body) must be 
shut out from the congregation of the holy nation, the kingdom 
of priests separated to do service to the wing God. But there 
is provision made in God’s mercy for his restoration. What is 
it? He is to be sprinkled with the water of separation, which 
is made by receiving the ashes of a red heifer. (See Numb. xix.) 


"Araé mooonvex9n, kai sic rd dei ijoxece (Chrysostom, ‘In Ep. Heb.,” cap.x., 
Hom. xvii., Op. Tom. xii., p. 168, edit. Montfaucon). 

So also Athanasius : muoriy Ousiay pooping THY mévovoay Kai pi) Olatrinroveay. 
ai piv yao Kara vopoy ToocHEpdmevat ody Eiyoy TO TLOTOY . . . 1) O& TOV TwWTHooc 
Qvoia dak yevomevyn Teredgiwke TO TAY, Kal MoT yéyove pévovoa Oia TavTdc 
(“Oratio ii, contra Arianos,” tom. i, par. 1., p. 377, edit. Ben. Patav., 
1777). 
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Here we have not the blood of sprinkling, but the water of 
sprinkling (ddwp pavticpov; see vs. 9, 13, 20, 21 in LXX,). 

If now we admit that in the writer’s view there is a parallelism 
between the sanctifying or purging effect—the removal of cere- 
monial defilement—by the blood of bulls and goats on the day 
of Atonement, on the one hand, and by this sprinkling of the 
ashes of an heifer on the other, then it will seem to follow that, 
as the propitiation of the sin-offering to be applied by blood, so 
the death of the red-heifer to be applied by the water of 
separation must be typical of the great Atonement of Him, 
Who, through the Eternal Spirit, offered Himself without spot 
to God. This mode of “‘sanctifying to the purifying of the 
flesh” must accordingly present to us another aspect of the 
Redemption of Christ and its application to our needs. But in 
this aspect there is nothing whatever that can be suggestive of 
life still living in the shed blood, or life released by death : 
there is nothing here, surely, that can naturally convey the idea 
of propitiation completed by the application to the sinner of life 
in the blood after death. Beyond the sprinkling seven times, 
not on the altar, but in the direction of the tabernacle, indicating 
that the sacrifice is offered to God for atonement (so, at least, 
we think it may be understood!), there is no presenting, or 
offering, or sprinkling of the blood as blood at all. The heifer 
is to be entirely burnt, flesh, skin, blood, and all (verse 5). The 
efficacy applied by the sprinkled water is to be traced back only 
to the burnt ashes which can represent nothing in the truth of 
the antitype, save the suffering and death of Christ without the 
gate (see Heb. xiii. 11, 12): otherwise, surely, the blood, as the 
life, would have been kept for the sprinkling, apart from the 
burning. 

The man polluted by the touch of death is cleansed and 
purged and sanctified ceremonially by the application of death 
(may we not venture to say by the appropriation of death for 
death ?), So the sinner, dead in trespasses and sins, whose 
works are works of death, is purged (in conscience) from dead 
works, sanctified to serve and worship the living God (és 76 
Aatpévery Ocw E@v7e) by the application of the efficacy of that 
one atoning death—the death of Him Who died for us, giving 
death for death, His death for our death, that as it is appointed 
to men “once to die” because of sin, so we might know that 
“ He hath been once offered to bear the sins of many ” (ix. 27, 
28). And we are assured that by that one offering He hath per- 
fected for ever them that are sanctified; so that we may draw 
near in living communion for acceptable service, to serve the 


1 By some ancient and modern expositors it has been interpreted of the 
purifying of the Church by the Blood of Sprinkling. 
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living and true God in full assurance of faith, having our hearts 
sprinkled from an evil conscience, as our bodies washed with 
pure water, even the pure water of the “ washing of regenera- 
tion.”! (See “Delitzsch,” on Heb., vol. ii, p. 98; and espe- 
cially Fairbairn, ‘‘ Typology,” vol. i1., p. 409.) 

We do not wish to lay upon this argument more weight than 
it can well bear. But it certainly does seem to us to have some 
force to witness against any such theory of atonement as would 
attribute the sacrificial efficacy to the blood shed, as distinct 
from the death, or to the blood, as even after death, animated by 
the living soul. 

Why (we must venture to ask) is this mention of the water 
of separation interposed between the blood of the sin-offering, 
offered by the high priest on the day of Atonement, and the 
blood of Christ, if we should have our attention fixed on some- 
thing in the blood which could not be represented by the ashes 
of the heifer? Why that “how much more” brought into the 
closest juxtaposition with the sprinkling of these ashes, if some- 
thing is to be seen here in the precious blood of the great 
Antitype, which could not be typified in the water of separa- 
tion 2? 

It may, no doubt, be said that these ashes were to be laid wp 
verse 9) for continual application, and that the sacrifice in this 


1 So Procopius of Gaza: “Nos sanctos prestat passio Christi inter- 
ventu aque conscientiam nostram purgans” (Op. Tom. i., c. 707. Edit. 
Migne). 

- a same sense Cyril Alex. understands here “ the Blood of Christ”: 
Ei por) Oedc aANOHE EoTty 6 Xorordc, ric 7) dyno H Ota TOU aliwaroc avrov ; "H 
TOC Tov kabapiet Tiy ouveidnow amo VEKPOY Eoywr 5 wot "Erred)) O& 0 & Oeov 
xara pvow, oapKa Lapwy, eO ney uméo wavTwy TO idvoy aipa, TauTy To. Kai Kada- 
pice Ovvarat rove ToT EevovTac ei¢ avTOV, Kal vEeKpwY éoywy amwah\arrew, Kai 
moooayey sic Karpeiay TP Oep (“De rect fide ad reginas,” Op. Tom. ix., 
ce. 1252. Edit. Migne. Compare c. 1289 and 1292), 

2 So in the Epistle of Barnabas an interpretation of the water of 
separation (with some curious perversions of the Scriptural account of 
the ordinance) is made to follow upon that of the scapegoat (§§ vii., viii.). 
He interprets the heifer (as do other Fathers) of Christ. 

See also Cyril Alex., Glaph. in Num., ‘‘ De vacca rufa,” Op. Tom. ii., 
c. 626 sqq. Edit. Migne. 

St. Augustin says: “ Quid dicimus cinerem juvenca, reliquias videlicet 
illius interfectionis et combustionis, nisi famam que consecuta est pas- 
sionem resurrectionemque Christi ?” (“ Questiones in Num.,” § xxxiii., 
Op. Tom. iii., Par.i., c. 543. Edit. Ben., Paris, 1730). 

See also Theodoret, “Quest. in Numer., ” xxxv., Op. Tom. i, pp. 243, 
244, Edit. Schulze, 1769. 

In Zechariah xiii. 1 the “fountain opened for sin and for uncleanness,” 
according to ancient Jewish interpretation, is understood as having rela- 
tion to the water of separation : “Ut qui purificabantur aquis aspersionis 
et cinere vacce rufe.” See Vitringa, “De Synagoga Vet.,” p. 692. 
Franeq., 1696. But see also Wright’s ‘‘ Bampton Lectures,” pp. 410, 411, 
and Pusey, in loc. 
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form was best suited for keeping, and that the essence of the 
blood was still there. To this, it must be replied, that the 
blood burnt might, indeed, very well avail to represent death ; 
but that in the form of ashes it could never avail to typify life. 
If, as is urged by some, shed blood, fresh drawn from the 
circulation and still warm from the arteries, may, therefore, not 
unsuitably be taken as an emblem of life, because it is yet fresh. 
and warm—warm from the life which was in it—how can the 
same be possibly affirmed of blood reduced by burning to dust, 
and mingled with the ashes of death? But further. What has 
to be accounted for is the interposition here of this reference to 
the water of separation. It is not needed at all for the argu- 
ment of the Epistle. It can hardly fail to strike the reader at 
first sight as a somewhat strange and uncalled-for intrusion at 
the close of a discourse concerning the office of the high priest 
on the great day of Atonement.! It has to do with a sacrifice 
which the high priest himself was never to offer. 

Tt was the eldest son of the high-priest who had to perform 
all priestly functions connected with the death of the red heifer 
(vers. 3, 4, 6, 7). And this sacrifice of the heifer appears to 
have had no sort of connection (so far as we can gather from the 
Scripture) with the ceremonial appointed for the day of Atone- 
ment. It is no answer, therefore, to say that the purifying 
efficacy of a sacrifice might most fitly be preserved in the form 
of burnt ashes. A fitness here there doubtless was. But we 
have to do with the fitness of the introduction of the thought 
of these ashes, in the midst of thoughts which have to do with 
the efficacy of the sprinkling of blood on the day of Atonement. 
And our position is that the interposition must seem to be most 
unfit, unless we are to regard the sacrificial blood in its applica- 
tion as the symbol not of life, but of death,” of death offered to 


1 It may, however, be noted that, according to the Mishna, the high 
priest had to be prepared for the Day of Atonement for seven previous 
days, during which he was to dwell apart; and that on the third day, 
and on the seventh day he was sprinkled with the ashes of the red heifer, 
in order to cleanse him in the event of bis having touched a dead body 
without knowing it. See ‘‘ Bible Dict.,” Art. Atonement, vol.i., p. 137. 

* It may, indeed, very well be conceded that the idea which should be 
conveyed by sacrificial blood is something more than simply death. (See 
Fairbairn, “ Typology of Sc.,” vol. ii., pp. 305, 306, 316, 317.) Being 
death which has been offered and accepted as death for death, innocent 
death for guilty death, it carries with it the idea of atonement made for 
sin, curse left behind, death put away, and in reconciliation to God and 
communion with Him, restoration of life to the sinner. It is life-giving 
death, but still in sharpest distinction from life. See Rom. v. 9, 10. 

That the blood shed should itself be regarded as “a most living thing” 
seems to run counter to the whole teaching of Scripture. Is there any 
warrant for such a notion in ancient Jewish interpretation of sacrificial 
import? Can it be supported at all from Patristic authority? We 
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_ God, and accepted by God as atonement and propitiation for the 
sin of death, and for the death of sin. 
The reader should also be asked to observe further how the 


believe it has no place whatever in early Christian conceptions of Atone- 
ment. But we desire to speak somewhat diffidently. 

As regards the Scriptural argument, the evidence adduced seems quite 
unable to bear the weight which has been laid upon it. See above, 
pp. 41-46. 

Professor Milligan’s elaborate argument to prove that in the Lord’s 
Supper we are to see the symbol of life rather than death in the ‘‘ Cup of 
Blessing” (“in other words, the ‘blood’ of Christ is here again the life 
of Christ, of Christ exalted and glorified,” ‘‘ Resurrection of our Lord,” 
p. 301) seems to us to have its sufficient answer in the words, “‘ My blood 
of the New Covenant, shed for you and for many for the remission of 
sins.” It is by the very partaking of His death for us that we enter 
into the communion of His life. Assuredly as the words of our blessed 
Lord are naturally understood now, so they were understood by Chris- 
tians of old time, who saw in the Lord’s Supper the ordained memorial 
of His precious death, that therein they might by faith feast upon His 
atoning sacrifice,and be made partakers of all the benefits of His passion. 
From the early centuries of Christianity come a multitude of faithful 
witnesses, as with one voice bearing clear testimony to the truth that 
the true Res sacramenti of the Eucharist is the body and blood of Christ 
as separated in the condition of death. See ‘‘ Kucharistic Worship,” 
pp. 303-316. Gregory Nyss. says: Ov ydp iv cdma Tov tepciov mpde edwdyy 
émiTnoevoy sien Eupvxoy nv. OdKovy bre mapéoxye Toig pabyraic supayeiy Tov 
OWLaTOC, Kai TOU aiparoc éumEety, HOn KaTad TO Oednrov rH eovoig Tov TO pvOTH- 
ploy oikovouovyTog appnrwe re Kai dopdrwe 7d coma éréMvro (in ‘ Christi 
Resur.,” orat. 1, Op. Tom. iii., c. 611. Edit. Migne). 

In what is known as the “Syriac Liturgy of St. James, the Lord’s 
brother,” it is said : “ Bibite sanguinem Ejus cum fide, et canite gloriam, 
hic est calix quem miscuit Dominus noster super lignum crucis : accedite 
mortales, bibite ex eo, in remissionem delictorum” (in Renaudot, “ Lit. 
Orient. Col.,’ Tom. ii, p. 41). 

We are told by one whose high authority gives weight to his words: 
“Tt must be observed that by the outpouring of the blood the life which 
was in it was not destroyed, though it was separated from the organism 
which it had before quickened. Gen. iv. 10. Compare Heb. xii. 24 ; 
Apoc. vi. 10” (Westcott on “Ep. of St. John,” p, 34). But the relevancy 
of the last reference obviously depends on the assumption that we must 
needs regard the souls (rd¢ Yuydc) of the sacrificed martyrs, which “cry,” 
and which have “white robes” given them (verse 11) as identified with. 
or still ideally dwelling in the shed blood, on behalf of which they cry 
for judgment. 

Can any doctrinal superstructure be made to rest on this evidently 
symbolical imagery ? Hengstenberg says: “Since the place under the 
altar has nothing to do with souls in the higher sense, we can only under- 
stand by the souls the animal souls which perish with the body. The 
introduction of the souls of the martyrs here, therefore, is a purely 
poetical one. They are in reality as little living as the blood of Abel in 
reality cried to God from the earth” (‘On Rev.,” vol.i., p. 264. Engl. 
trans. ). 

May not, then, this text, in its poetic imagery, be much rather under- 
stood as serving so to harmonize and explain (though the explanation 
seems hardly necessary) the other two references, as to deprive them of 
the power which they might otherwise possibly possess, of rendering 
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use made of the blood on the day of Atonement is here set 
before us as running on parallel lines with the use made of the 
ashes.! Both are set before us as standing on the same level, 
and having the same relation to the blood of Christ.? Both, 
therefore, would seem to be (seeing it must be so with the ashes) 
for application of Atonement, not for consummation of sacrifice. 

But we pass on. . The more the Epistle to the Hebrews is 
carefully studied as a whole, the stronger, we believe, will be the 
impression conveyed of the veil rent, the way opened, the pro- 
pitiation made, the expiation accomplished, and all by the very 
death of Christ, by the shed blood of Atonement, the blood of 
the New Covenant shed for the remission of sins. How exceed- 
ing blessed is the assurance of this testimony to the truth of 
sin quite put away by the sacrifice of Christ! 

The otfering and sacrifice of the Cross is ébamaé. It is “ once 
for all,” because in that one sacrifice, once offered, the great 


— 


some slender support to what certainly seems to us Professor Westcott’s 
strange and surprising theory ? 

And then, surely, it is only by assuming this novel theory to be an 
established truth that it can be at all fairly said that “the simple idea 
of the death of Christ . .. falls wholly into the background in the writings 
of St. John. . . . It is only in the words of Caiaphas that the virtue of 
Christ’s death is directly mentioned ” (Jbid., p. 36). 

Even if the theory were absolutely proved true, we venture to say, 
with great respect, it seems to us that the virtue of Christ’s death is, at 
least, very clearly indicated in John ili. 14, compared with xii. 32, 33, as 
well as in John xii. 24. Moreover, in view of the teaching of these texts, 
we find it quite impossible to think that in the laying down of His life 
for the sheep (x. 11) we are intended to see only an act revealing “ the 
devotion of His care for them” (p. 30). See above, pp. 48, 49, note. 

And further, we cannot question that Christ’s substitutional death is 
to be seen in xviii. 8, 9, viewed in connection with xvii. 11, 12, 21. And 
the virtue of this substitutional death is surely to be seen in xii. 31, 32, 
in connection with xiv. 30, 31, a text so repeatedly referred to by St. 
Augustin (and others) in relation to the passion. 

And is there no witness to this virtue in Rev. xiii. 8 compared with 
John i, 29, to say nothing of Rev, i. 18 and v. 9? 

1 Some of the details of this ordinance are obscure, and their meaning 
much controverted. The interpretations of Kurtz do not, in all par- 
ticulars, altogether commend themselves (see Fairbairn, ‘‘ Typology of 
Sc.,” vol. ii, p. 411). But the following remarks of his are commended 
to the reader’s attention : ‘“ The burning of the red cow assumes a totally 
different aspect from the burning of the other sacrificial animals on the 


altar. ... It was neither placed on the altar, nor in any relation to the 
altar. . . . The intention of the burning, therefore, can only have 
been to procure the ashes, ... But it is a very significant fact that 


the sacrificial animal which had been put to death by shekitah, and the 
blood of which had been used as a means of expiation, should have been 
selected for this purpose. Vicarious endurance of punishment, and expia- 
tion based upon this, were evidently presupposed by, and lay at the 
foundation of, the whole ceremony ” (“ Sacrificial Worship,” pp. 423, 424). 

* The distinction drawn by Owen (Works, vol. xxiii, p. 297, edit. 
Goold) seems very forced. 
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work has been perfectly done, the Atonement for sin has been 
perfectly made “Once for all” Christ hath “ put away sin by 
the sacrifice of Himself” (ix. 26). 


So St. Chrysostom bids us mark rij¢g Ouciac ro peyadeiov” 1) Hoes pia 
ovod, Kai dak mpocevexOeioa, Técovrov dooy ai aoa ovdk ioyvoay. (In “Ep. 
Heb.,” cap. vii., hom. xiii., Op. Tom. xil., p. 134. Edit.’ Montfaucon. ) 

It must not, however, be supposed that the perfection of the one sacrifice 
once offered on the cross voids the high-priestly office of Christ in the 
heavens, St. Chrysostom, indeed, has used language on this point which 
might possibly mislead, saying : M») roivuy avuroy tepia axovoac, asi iepaoOat 
vouce, dmraé yap ieodoaro. kai dowdy éxabioey, (In “ Heb.,” cap. vii. 
hom, xiii., Op. Tom. xii., p. 134. Edit. Montfaucon.) But the correction 
of any such misunderstanding as this language might lead to will be 
found in a subsequent homily (see hom. xiv., p. 140). In the antitypal 
priesthood after the order of Melchizidec, the “one oblation” is the 
starting-point—not, in any sense, the end ; the apy, not the ré\oc—of the 
sacerdotal function, which has its sphere not on earth, but in true Holy 
‘of Holies (see Gouge on ‘‘ Heb.,” vol. ii., p. 162), 

So Athanasius : IIdre dé dpyrepede Tij¢ Opodroyiac oy yéyover, 7) STE TOOGE- 
veyKkac éauToy UTD MOY, iyEewEY Kk VeKpOY Towa ; K.7T.r. (Oratio ii, “ Contra 
Arianos,” § 7, Op. Tom. i., part i., p. 375. Edit. Ben. Patav., 1777). 

It is unquestionable, indeed, that the cycle of the ministry of the 
heavenly things does come into contact with the things of earth. And 
the sacrifice of the uplifted altar of the cross, though offered from the 
earth, from without the camp, is offered through the Eternal Spirit 
(ix, 14) to the Father, and is accepted in the heavens. So the prayer attri- 
buted to St. Ambrose (see Westcott on “Heb.,” p. 462): “ Summe 
sacerdos... qui Te oblatisti Deo Patri hostiam puram et immaculatam 
in ard crucis pro nobis... .’” And in view of that perfect offering the 
words are spoken to the Divine Victim: “ Thou art my Son; to-day have 
I begotten Thee ;” “ Thou arta priest for ever after the order of Mel- 
chisedec ”’ (see Heb. v. 5, 6). This is the word (see v. 5), the word of the 
oath since the law (vii. 21, 28), which, recognising the eternal perfection 
(x. 12, 14) of His sacrificial work—offered according to the will of God 
(see x. 7, 9), and accepted by Him—invests Him therefore eternally (see 
v. 9, and Westcott on vi. 20, p. 164) with the new priesthood of the new 
eternal order (vil. 24, 25, 3, 16, 17)—an order which knows no more 
offering for sins, but instead a kingly session at God’s right hand, after 
the power of an endless life (vil. 16), there to wait till His enemies be 
made His footstool (x. 13), bearing the glory, sitting and ruling upon His 
throne, even a priest upon His throne (Zech. vi. 13). And then, in re- 
sponse to this voice—to exercise a priesthood resting on the sacrifice 
already offered for its basis—He enters heaven to sit down, our great 
High Priest, passed into the heaven, Jesus, the Son of God (not to offer 
fis sacrifice again—no priest siis to offer: 70 ésravar rov Aerovpyeiy éori 
onpeior, odKovy Td Ka9joOa Tov AErovyeicGa, Chrysostom), but yet to appear 
({ugarioOijva dio nuov) in the presence of God on our behalf (ix. 24), 
“the Author (airtoc) of eternal salvation” (v. 9), “the Forerunner on our 
behalf” (zpddpopo0c vrep nuwy, vi. 20), the surety (éyyvoc) of the better 
covenant (vii. 22), the Captain (deynydc) of our salvation made perfect 
(consecrated) through sufferings (ii. 10), the Mediator of a better covenant 
(viii. 6), securing access for us to the throne of grace (iv. 14, 16), con- 
tinuing ever, having an unchangeable priesthood (azapdBarov iepwotyny) ; 
a merciful and faithful High Priest, Who, having suffered, being tempted, 
is able to succour them that are tempted (ii. 17, 18); able to save to the 
uttermost (ec ro wayrehéc) them that come unto God by Him, seeing He | 
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And with the light thrown upon this sacrifice from the other 
teachings of the Old Testament and of the New, from a com- 
prehensive view of the testimony of Holy Scripture to the death 
of Christ, we are more than confirmed in the persuasion that the 
divine teaching of sacrificial propitiation leads us, with no 
doubtful leading; to the view of the Redeemer’s cross! as a 
Pena Vicaria, endured by Him who knew no sin, bearing as 
our substitutional representative” the sinner’s awful death, the 


ever liveth to make intercession for them (vii. 24, 25), abiding a priest 
continually (ei¢ ro dumvexéc, vii. 3), fulfilling the true, perfect idea of priest- 
hood ; the Son consecrated for evermore (sic tov uiwva reredewpévoc,. 
vii. 28), a priest for ever after the order of Melchisedec. See Theodoret: 
coxigpeve O& el¢ TOY alwyva toTiv, oby we Bvoiac TpOGhioWY, Mima~ yao Td EavTOW 
ToocEevyvoxe wma’ ANN we peEcirne Tpocdywy rw Uarpi robe miorebovrac 
(‘In Ep. ad Heb.,” cap. vi., Op. Tom. ili., p. 583. Edit. Schulze). See 
also pp. 594, 595, and Tom. 1, pp. 1396-8. 

Westcott says: ‘‘ The modern conception of Christ pleading in heaven 
His passion, ‘ offering His blood,’ on behalf of men has no foundation in 
the Epistle. His glorified humanity is the eternal pledge of the absolute: 
efficacy of His accomplished work. He pleads, as older writers truly ex- 
pressed the thought, by his presence on the Father’s throne. Meanwhile, 
men on earth in unison with Him enjoy continually through His blood 
what was before the privilege of one Man on one day in the year” 
(“On Heb.,” p. 230). 

1 It has been very well said : “For them |who are in Christ] the altar 
of the Cross is the one central object, visible from the remotest precincts, 
and sanctifying all around it, while the sacrifice thereon completed is the 
ever-present condition of all which is celebrated or enjoyed within. No 
mist invests the object to which all eyes are turned, such as may suggest 
or excuse the doubt whether that object be truly an altar, and the act 
accomplished on it a sacrifice indeed. Not here do we see believers: 
‘clinging (as it has been expressed) to the ground of fact’ under the feel- 
ing that ‘mystery is the nearest approach that we can make to the 
truth ; that only by indefiniteness can we avoid putting words in the 
place of things ; that we know nothing of the objective act on God’s: 
part by which He reconciled the world unto Himself, the very descrip- 
tion of it as an act being only a figure of speech; and that we seem to: 
know that we never can know anything.’ (Jowett on ‘ Epistles,’ vol. ii.,. 
p- 482). Instead of this we find a firm unsparing use of various but 
kindred forms of speech, each supplementing and confirming the other, 
and having in the minds of those who use them a recognized and settled 
force, derived from ordinances which they have always held to be divine, 
and which they now understand to have been pre-ordained for the very 
purpose of preparing the ideas and the language in which they are here: 
expressing the things of Christ” (Bernard’s “Bampton Lectures,” pp. 
192, 193, 2nd edition). 

2 The following remarks of Delitzsch are very valuable and important :: 
“If death is confessedly the penal recompense of sin, and if the Son of 
God assumed flesh and blood in order to be able to experience the death: 
which prevailed among mankind; and if, according to Heb. ii. 9, He 
tasted it for every man, then His death, notwithstanding all that logic 
may urge, is a penal consequence of sin. .. . Again, the suffering of the 
Redeemer is a satisfaction of the penal justice of the Divine wrath, in 
that He has submitted Himself to the penal powers of the latter, set in 
action both by man and Satan, extending itself even to the feeling of 
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law’s terrible curse, and cancelling by payment the sinner’s 
tremendous debt. 

Here we close an argument which, however incomplete, we 
cannot regard as insufficient. 


abandonment by God ; and all this is done in order to procure for us all 
the merciful fulness of Divine love. . . . However certain it may be that 
Christ died for our salvation, no less certain is it that He died in our 
stead” (on ‘‘ Ep. to Heb.” Diss. 2, vol. ii., p. 420, 421, Engl. Tran.), “It 
is a fundamental idea in the Scriptures, that sin is atoned for by punish- 
ment ” (Ibid., p. 433). “I believe I have shown .. . that the oblitera- 
tion of the ideas of penal suffering and vicarious representation leads to 
a view of the work of atonement which runs counter to the New Testa- 
ment Scriptures ; also that this view is opposed by the Old Testament 
sacrifice, if rightly understood ; for so far as the latter is atoning, it also 
asserts itself to be vicarious ” (L bid., p. 462). 

Modern thought stands aghast at the idea of One suffering instead of 
another. The moral sense, we are told, should rise in rebellion against 
the notion of such a thing being allowed in the realm of a righteous God. 
No authority ought to avail to overcome the enormous difficulties which 
are involved in the conception of such a proceeding. 

But let two recognised facts—about which there is, or ought to be, no 
dispute—be taken into view : 

(1) Christ did suffer—suffered untold sufferings. And, seeing He was 
the Holy One of God, they were certainly unmerited sufferings. 

‘Granted there are very great difficulties in believing this. But we 
cannot deny it. 

(2) Sinners do merit suffering—the suffering of the awful penalties of 
sin. If they are repentant and forgiven—they know that their deliver- 
ance from suffering those penalties—their forgiveness—is wnmerited, 

Granted there are difficulties in believing this. But it is a fact. 

Here are two enormous difficulties in view of the administration of a 
Righteous God. Yet we are sure that God has allowed them—wnmerited 
endurance of suffering (and such suffering!) for One—unmerited release 
from suffering for others, 

Now shall we say that these acknowledged difficulties have an enor- 
mous additional difficulty given to them—or that they have some measure 
of this difficulty resolved, if we put the two facts together, and, taught 
by the Christian faith, say—that the All Holy Son of God has, of His 
own will, and in accordance with His Father’s purposes of love, the Divine 
economy of grace, borne the wnmerited sufferings, that we might have the 
unmerited pardon and release; in other words that Christ died the just 
for the unjust to bring us to God ? (See Crawford’s “Se. Doct. of Atone- 
ment,” pp. 441-443), 

The Messiah certainly was a Man of sorrows and acquainted with 
grief. Does it make it more difficult to account for this, when we add, 
‘Surely He hath borne our griefs and carried ow sorrows.” 

Christ has assuredly been treated asa malefactor. Does it add to the ’ 
difficulty of this to look to Him and say, “ All we like sheep have gone 
astray ; we have turned every one to his own way, and the Lord hath 
made to meet on Him the iniquity of us all” ? 

Dr. Dale asks: “Is there any ‘immorality,’ any ‘crime,’ anything to 
provoke ‘a cry of indignant shame,’ in the resolve of God Himself. in the 
person of Christ, to endure suffering instead of inflicting it?” (On 
“ Atonement,” p. 396). 

cA regression became not the majesty of Heaven. God’s original 
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We are often reminded that in speaking of sin as a debt we 
are using a metaphor which admits only of a partial application, 
and that we should beware of thinking that the doctrine of the 


constitution that connected sin and the curse was just. He abides by it, 
reverses it not. To have reversed it was not to have judged the offenders, 
but Himself: but having a mind to show men mercy, He provides for 
the expiation of sin, and salving the rights of His government another 
way-—by transferring guilt and the curse, not nulling them” (John 
Howe, as quoted by Randle’s “‘ Substitution,” p. 162). 

And certainly in this view of Christ bearing our sins, exhausting our 
condemnation, and enduring our curse, we are not to see—as some seem 
to think we must see—any transference of the moral turpitude of our 
iniquities to Him (see Crawford’s “Sc. D. of Atonement,” pp. 189, 190), 
nor any enmity or wrath of the Father towards the person of His well- 
beloved Son. 

“The idea,” says Kurtz, “ that participation in the guilt to be punished 
was the necessary condition of a vicarious punishment is absurd ; for the 
very opposite was the case; and the pre-requisite of substitution was, 
that there should not be participation in the guilt to be punished” (On 
“Sacrif.” W.,'p. 132). 

When as a sin-offering Christ was bearing our sins, there was still in 
all His suffering that which was to His Father a devotion in which He 
was well pleased. Nay, we can hardly doubt that an essential element in 
the great atoning sin-offering was Christ’s giving Himself an offering 
and a sacrifice to God for a sweet-smelling savour. See Ephes. v. 2. 

Well has it been said by Professor Godet—“ Does not St. Paul call 
Jesus a sacrifice for a sweet-smelling savour? Does he not apply this 
expression to Him at the very moment when He is sacrificing Himself 
for us, and when He is being made, as the same Apostle says, a sin and a 
curse for us ? Never, certainly, was any act done upon the earth more 
pleasing to God than this sacrifice, which was inspired by the purest love 
for mankind, and the deepest reverence for the Divine holiness ; and 
mever was the person of Jesus so much the object of the favour and 
blessing of His Father as in that moment in which He identified Him- 
self with the sin of the world, in order to bear, in His own person, the 
whole curse which was attached to it, and which included even a tempo- 
rary abandonment of Him by God Himself” (Godet, “ Biblical Studies,” 
N. T., p. 175). See Smith’s “ Poena Vicaria,” p. 27. 

‘The atoning power of Christ’s death consists not in His physical 
sufferings as such, but in the infinite offering of His love. But this 
perfect offering of His love would not have been accomplished had He 
merely died in a spiritual sense, and not bodily, for the race. The per- 
fect sacrifice to atone for sin consists not only in the perception of sin, 
and sorrow on account of it, but in the voluntary endurance of its 
penalty —of the suffering which is the consequence of it. Now, all the 
consequences of sin, all human misery, is summed up and consummated 
in death, which is the wages of sin. Christ, being the Spotless One, has 
no sin of His own for which to suffer, yet He suffered what sinners 
deserve to suffer—He submitted to death, to death which has in it the 
sting of sin. When we say that the Lord died the death of a malefactor 
upon the Cross, we express the truth that He died that death which is 
the wages of sin. But the sting in His death is the sin of the world, 
which He bore upon His heart, as our High Priest—the judgments of 
God which were laid upon His soul. By thus voluntarily enduring the 
punishment—voluntarily giving His entire personality up to death, He 
nailed our sentence to His Cross. The penalty being endured, justice is 
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Atonement can ever be perfectly conceived of under the idea of 
anything like any sort of a commercial transaction. The state- 
ment is quite true, and the caution may be many times needed. 
Yet, we are persuaded, there is a prevailing tendency to a very 
dangerous error, which might be corrected by ever remember- 
ing the authority of One who has, in a parable, set before us the 
view of sin as a debt, and the sin of each individual as a debt 
of ten thousand talents. Let the Christian’s faith be taught to 
take a view of that immeasurable debt, with its terrible con- 
demnation. And then let the Christian’s faith be assured that 
that debt is all remitted, and remitted because paid, and paid 


satisfied, and a perfect sacrifice is offered for ‘the remission of sins.” 
Thus, as this act of sacrifice is the act of the new Adam, it is really the 
act of human nature—of human freedom; but it can be the act of 
human freedom only, because it is the act in the history of God’s merci- 
ful grace, because the suffering Adam is none other than the suffering 
God—God Himself in the lowest humiliation of humanity—the dying 
God-man ” (Martensen, “Christian Dogmatics,” pp. 312, 313. Engl. 
Trans.). See also Muller’s “ Christian Doctrine of Sin,” vol. i., p. 273. 

‘*In the Divine revelation we find the two principles perfectly com- 
bined in justification by faith. Since the guilty is set free, all the 
pardoning mercy of God finds room to act towards him; but, inasmuch 
as he is set free by being justified, the act of administering pardon is an 
administration of justice. When the sinner places his confidence in for- 
giveness without atonement, he contradicts the strong conviction of his. 
conscience, that sin ought to be punished, and the thought of God’s jus- 
tice must cause him continual dread ; but when he trusts to the plan of 
justification by faith, he may calmly ask, ‘ Who shall lay anything to the 
charge of God’s elect ? It is God that justifieth ’” (Edwards, “ Doctrine 
of Atonement,” p. 169, 2nd edit.), 

Not that we are called upon to believe that the sufferings of Christ 
were, in all respects, the very penalty which God’s law was entitled to. 
demand from the transgressors, but that the death of Christ for sinful 
men was certainly appointed and accepted by God as a satisfaction of 
His justice. Weare not concerned with any nice and curious inquiries. 
concerning an idem or a tantundem (see Crawford, “Sc. D. of Atonement,” 
pp. 186-192). It should, however, be observed that those who maintain 
the zdem do not mean an idem in all respects, ‘“‘ When I say the same,” 
says Dr. Owen, “I mean essentially the same in weight and pressure, 
though not the same in all accidents of duration and the like ; for it was 
impossible that He should be detained by death” (‘‘ Death of Death,” 
book iii., chap. vul., Works, edit. Goold, vol. x., pp. 269, 270. See also. 
pp. 437-449). 

And in a sense thus necessarily limited by the Divine perfections of 
_ the Sufferer (beyond, perhaps, what Dr. Owen would have allowed), the 

idem seems to have a preponderance of Scriptural support (see Hilary 
Pict. in Psa. liii., § 12. See also Owen’s Works, vol. xix., p. 126, sqq.; 
and vol. ii., p. 445, sqgg.). For, what was the idem but death—death in 
the fulness of its awful meaning (see above, pp. 6, 7)—that death which 
is the pena of human sin? Death, which seeming to swallow up the 
Lord of Life, was thus swallowed up of life. The imputation was cer- 
tainly no mere “legal fiction.” No one who looks to Gethsemane and 
Calvary can fora moment regard it in such a light (see Crawford, p. 190). 

If in this matter there is that which is turned towards us for our faith’s 
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because the Incarnate Word has died ; paid by the blood of 
the Cross, so that there is now no condemnation to them that are 
in Christ Jesus. 

This view is unquestionably prominent in the patristic con- 
ception of the Atonement, and that because, as we believe, the 
Fathers rightly saw it underlying one true aspect of sacrificial 
death.t If we would have our faith in the blood of Christ made 


apprehension, we are not to doubt that there is also that which is beyond 
us. “The principle or rationale of the Divine procedure we may not be 
able fully to explain. Like the permission of sin by a just and holy God, 
the remedy He has provided for sin may involve mysteries, which we cannot 
fathom. But whatever may have been His reasons for appointing and 
accepting of the sufferings of our Lord as a propitiation for the sins of 
believers, the fact that He has done so is undeniable ” (Jbid., p. 186). See 
Magee on “ Atonement,” Diss. xxxviil., pp. 93, 94, 95, edit. 1849 ; and 
especially Dr. W. Saumarez Smith’s “ Poena Vicaria,’ pp. 35, 36; also 
Randle’s “ Substitution,” p. 121, sqq. 

But though we may not presume to go beyond what is written as to 
the understanding of the ‘“ how,’ we are not to doubt that the death of 
Christ really was what God accepted it as being—the perfect satisfaction 
for sin, the full payment of our debt. His sacrifice was accepted instead 
of the infliction of the penalty upon us; accepted because it was suf- 
ficient, undoubtedly, and not sufficient merely because it was accepted ”’ 
(Professor Goodwin’s “Thoughts on the Atonement,” p. 43). 

1 Hagenbach (“ Hist. of Doctrines,” vol. 1., p. 376, Eng. Trans.) speaks 
of the notion of a debt paid to God as gaining increasingly ground after 
the time of Athanasius. And he regards Athanasius as being the first to 
propound this notion. 

It will be found, however, that this view of the Atonement was no 
new development in the time of Athanasius, It had long before appeared 
in the writings of Irenzeus, who speaks of the Lord as blotting out the 
handwriting of our debt (debiti nostri), adding that ‘as by the tree we 
were made debtors (debitores) to God, by the tree we should obtain re- 
mission of our debt” (“ Contra, Heer.” Lib. v., c. xvii, § 3, c. 1170, edit. 
Migne). 

Clemens Alexandrinus had also represented the Saviour as saying: “I 
paid thy death which thou owedst for thy sins, roy ody é€érica Odvaroy, dy 
dperec (“ Quis Dives salvetur,” § 23, Op. Tom, 11. p. 948, edit. Potter). 

Alexander, Bishop of Alexandria, also had used similar language, saying: 
“ Christ, by dying, hath discharged the debt of death to which man was 
obnoxious” (Clark’s “ Ante-Nicene Library,” vol. xiv., p. 362). So 
Ephraem Syrus speaks of Christ as paying the debt of Adam (Adami 
debitum solvit), Op. Tom, ii., p. 732. Edit. Venet., 1756. 

‘The same idea comes out in the interpretation of Isaiah lili. by Jewish 
expositors. Thus R. Thanhum of Jerusalem : “ All His afflictions . . .. 
were for their sins and transgressions, in virtue of the justly-merited 
judgment of God. Itis thus that when they have paid the debt which 
God has adjudged to be due from them, He sends them a person who will 
guide them.” (Quoted from Driver and Newbauer’s “ Chap. liii. of Isaiah, 
according to Jewish Interpreters,” p. 556.) 

On the view of sin as a debt in connection with the teaching of 
sacrifice, and the sacrifical recompense by substitution, see especially 
Hengstenberg, ‘‘ Christology of Old Test.,” vol. ii., p. 301. Eng. Trans. 
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effectual to the inward purifying of our hearts, we must have the 
eyes of our faith enlightened to see how the bloodof Christ purgeth 
or cleanseth from allsin (xaapifer aro maons apaptias, | Johni.7) 
in the way of taking away all the guilt and all the curse, as the 
application of the Atonement once for all made when that 
blood was shed on Calvary. Then in the visible sanctuary the 
veil of the temple was rent in twain from the top to the bottom, 
and then for sinners was access made into the Holiest by the 
blood of Jesus. Then were heaven and earth brought together. 
‘Then was a fact accomplished, a burden borne away, a debt paid, 
an enmity slain, a peace made, a victory won, won by Him 
Who now lives and reigns at God’s right hand, to Whom 
all power is given in heaven and in earth. Let none say with 
their lips or think in their hearts that they have to choose 
between the faith of a dead Christ and the belief in a living 
Saviour. Let no one imagine for a moment that because we 
insist on the true view of the precious blood of Christ as the 
great and wondrous propitiation for the sinner’s sin, therefore 
we must make light of the ascended Saviour’s might, or despise 
the grace of our great High Priest upon the throne of God. 
Nay, the true faith of Christ’s atoning death is also the true 
faith of Christ’s victorious resurrection-life, the life which has 
triumphed over all the powers of darkness, and trampled under 
foot the dominion of death and of Hades. It is the faith of a 
present, mighty, living, loving Saviour. It is the faith which 
ever desires to hear His voice and follow Him. It is the faith of 
Him, the Good Shepherd, Who laid down His life for His sheep, 
having power to lay it down and to take it again. It is the faith 
of Him, the Great Shepherd of the sheep, brought again from 
the dead by the blood of the everlasting covenant.! It is the 
faith which rejoices to drink in His Word, the Word whereby 
He still speaks to the hearts of all who come to Him, and says, 
“JT am He that liveth and was dead, and behold I am alive for 
evermore. Amen. And have the keys of hell and of death” 
(Rev. 1. 18). 


1 “That which in Him (Christ) made our nature uncorrupt, was the 
union of His deity with our nature. And in that respect the sentence of 
-death and condemnation which only taketh hold upon sinful flesh, could 
“no way possibly extend unto Him. This caused His voluntary death for 
others to prevail with God, and to have the force of an expiatory sacrifice. 
The blood of Christ, as the Apostle witnesseth, doth therefore take away 
sin, because “through the Eternal Spirit He offered Himself unto God 
without spot.’ That which sanctified our nature in Christ, that which 
made it a sacrifice available to take away sin, is the same which quickeneth it, 
raised it out of the grave, and exalted it to glory ” (Hooker, ‘Ec. Pol.,” 
B. v., ch. lvi., § 8, vol. ii., p. 251. Edit. Keble). 


CHAPTER IV. 
PERTINENT QUESTIONS. 


ERTAIN scientific qualifications are required for the success- 
ful pursuit of every science, but the highest of all sciences: 
demands qualifications peculiarly its own. Other sciences may 
follow out their investigations, and successfully pursue their 
researches under the gaslight of their own laboratories, but true: 
theological science demands, first of all, that its disciples shall 
come out to seek their learning, and to learn their lessons of 
true wisdom, under the broad daylight of the sun of righteousness. 

And in the inly shining of this light—the light of the know-. 
ledge of the glory of God in the person of Jesus Christ—the: 
Christian student may find that he has to unlearn much which 
he thought he had attained to by the light of the fire which had 
come of the sparks of his own kindling. The truest science and 
the highest philosophy will lead a man to become a fool that he 
may be wise. 

One of the dangers resulting from the present tendencies! of 
theological study is the danger, not of too careful or minute ex- 
amination of the oracles of God, but of allowing our view of 
great truths, which may be seen clearly in the light of the 
Gospel of Christ, to be disturbed by attributing undue weight to. 
alleged deductions from minute criticisms of certain isolated 
portions, such deductions being supposed to add weight to. 
certain difficulties (intellectual and moral) which are brought 
forward against what are regarded as the worn-out traditional 
teachings of Reformation doctrine. 

In former chapters we have desired to set forth some con- 
siderations, the force of which may, we trust, be found to have a 
reassuring effect on truth-seeking minds which may have been 
troubled by the influence of these tendencies in their bearing on 
the doctrine of the atonement of Christ’s death, and our justifica- 
tion as sinners by His precious blood. 

In the present chapter we desire to supplement the arguments 
already adduced by directing special attention to one or two 
general observations bearing on the subject. 


1 In Fairbairn’s “ Typology of Scripture,” vol. ii., Appendix C., pp. 531,. 
sqq., will be found some valuable remarks on this tendency. 
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The sum of direct Scriptural testimony to the vicarious 
character of Christ’s passion is of far greater weight, we are 
persuaded, than seems now to be commonly supposed. But 
even if we were to concede the absence from Holy Scripture of 
that prominence given to clear and distinct didactic statements 
concerning the Saviour as the representative substitute, as the 
sin-bearer for the world, which some might think to be required 
by the importance of the doctrine—we ask to have it well 
considered that this fact might be accounted for either by the 
supposition of the teaching being unscriptural and untrue, or by 
that of its truth being very readily accepted, and therefore 
universally recognised—a quasi-axlomatic teaching, not so much 
ostentatiously exhibiting itself on the surface, because deeply 
underlying the whole tenor of Divine revelation. Hence it 
becomes a matter of high importance to determine which of 
these two theories has the best claim to be regarded as the 
true account of the matter. And for this purpose the following 
inquiries are pertinent, and their answers may be regarded as 
affording evidence of great weight on the point we are consider- 
ing. 
T. Do the sacred records of the Old Testament contain 
instances which can fairly be said either to be a preparation, 
or to assume anything like a preparedness, for the acceptance of 
the teaching of substitution and vicarious suffering ? 

A little consideration will suffice to show the importance of 
this inquiry. Language suggestive of substitution may be said 
to depend for its natural and rightful interpretation on the 
prevailing ideas of the people to whom it is addressed. It will 
convey no doubtful meaning to those to whom the idea of 
substitution is natural and familiar. It may be far otherwise to 
any to whom the notion is strange, unnatural and unheard of. 
And the true weight of the witness from some portion of the 
language of the New Testament will be affected considerably by 
the inquiry whether, in the school of Divine teaching, God’s 
people had had anything like a preparation for receiving the 
truth of substitutional penalty. 

In view, then, of this inquiry,! it is impossible to omit reference 
to the history of the intercession of Moses in Exod. xxxii.: 
“Tt came to pass on the morrow that Moses said unto the 
people, Ye have sinned a great sin, and now I will go up 
unto the Lord; peradventure I shall make an atonement for 
your sin. And Moses returned unto the Lord, and said: Oh, 


1 An earlier example in Gen, xlii. 37, xliii. 9, xliv. 32, 33, ought not to 
be altogether overlooked. The reader may also be referred to Gen. xviii. 
26, xx. 7,17, 18, Josh. vii., Jon. i., for examples of communities affected by 
the righteousness or sin of one or more individuals. (See also Isa. xliii. 


97, 28.) 
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this people have sinned a great sin, and have made them gods 
of gold. Yet, now, if Thou wilt forgive their sin—and if not, 
blot me, I pray Thee, out of the book which Thou hast written.” 
On this narrative it has been observed by Kurtz :! 

The meaning of this prayer is that God might accept the punishment 
inflicted on those who had been executed already (verses 27, 28), as an 
expiation or covering for the same sin on the part of those who were 
living still ; and that if this did not suffice (since the latter had their own 
sins to atone for), that He would take his own life, the life of the inno- 
cent one, as a covering or expiation. No doubt Jehovah refused to 
grant this request, and said (verse 33): ‘‘ Whosoever hath sinned against 
Me, him will I blot out of My book ;” but the existence of the idea of 
substitution in the religious consciousness of Moses is, nevertheless, un- 
questionable. And more than that, the existence of a thought so opposed 
to human notions of justice in a man like Moses would be perfectly in- 
explicable and inconceivable, if it could not be traced to the mani- 
festation of the very same idea in the sacrificial worship with the direct 


sanction of God. 


The life of David affords two very memorable examples which 
must be briefly referred to. David’s great sin, by which he— 
the man after God’s own heart—displeased the Lord; that sin, 
when the sentence of his own condemnation of that sin has 
come home to his own soul; that sin, when with broken heart 
he has confessed: “I have sinned against the Lord;” that sin, 
when the absolving word of the prophet has declared, “The Lord 
also hath put away thy sin;’ that sin, concerning which he 
himself has said, “The man that hath done this thing shall 
surely die;” that sin, concerning which the Lord’s word has now 
declared, “ Thou shalt not die’”—that sin has yet, in his own 
time, and in his own house, to be visited with death: ‘‘ Because 
thou hast given great occasion to the enemies of the Lord to 
blaspheme, the child also that is born unto thee shall surely die ” 
(2 Sam. xii. 14). Here we see that for David’s deadly sin, put 
away from himself, the son of David, in the innocence of infancy, 
is to die—is (in some sense) to pay by death the penalty of his 
father’s iniquity, and this distinctly by God’s own appointment.* 


1 See also Delitzsch on Hebrews, vol. ii., p. 458, Eng. Tr. 

2 “ Sacrificial Worship of O. T.,” pp. 106,107, Eng. Tr. Some striking 
evidence as to the traditional notions of sacrifice found among the later 
Jews will be found in D. W. Simon’s “ Redemption of Man,” note xii., 
pp 431, 432. He quotes from Moses ben Nachman : “ The blood of the 
sinner ought to have been poured out and his body burnt, as was the 
blood of the victim poured out and its body burnt.” The following is 
from Rabb. Bechai: ‘‘ God in His mercy and goodness took the victim 
instead of, and an expiation for, the offender ’’—“ Blood for blood, soul for 
soul” (p. 432). 

3 This Son of David may doubtless be regarded as a typical shadow of 
the true Son of David, and the death of this innocent infant a foreshow- 
ing of His atoning death. And so we may be said to have here that 
which admits, in an inferior sense, an application of the Apostle’s language 
in Rom. iii. 25. In God’s sentence of death on the child of David was 
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Again, when David had sinned in numbering the people, and 
he besought the Lord to take away his iniquity—“ David spake 
unto the Lord when he saw the angel that smote the people, 
and said: Lo, I have sinned, and I have done wickedly; but 
these sheep, what have they done 2” (2 Sam. xxiv. 17). 

Have we not here an example of a great sin of David, visited 
not on himself, except so far as he suffered in the sufferings of 
those that pertained to him, but visited on a people—as regards 
the matter of this sinm—sinless ? 

Do we not see here the Lord visiting on the flock the sin of 
the shepherd? He has gone astray, and the Lord hath laid on 
all them the iniquity of only one. 

Passing over other instances, and omitting the mention of 
other ways in which Israel of old was taught to recognise in 
their God One who, in His jealousy, visited the iniquity of the 
fathers upon the children, and showed mercy unto thousands in 
them that love Him, we may not altogether omit a passing 
reference to one very memorable incident, in which we are 
taught to see not only the people punished for the disobedience 
of their king, the flock condemned to death for the erring of the 
shepherd, but also, in the punishment of both king and people, 
shepherd and sheep, the fulfilment of a Divine sentence, in 
which is found the most distinct teaching of substitutional 
penalty and vicarious death. After Ahab had let Benhadad go 
with a covenant (1 Kings xx. 34), these were the words of the 
prophet of the Lord: ‘‘ Thus saith the Lord, Because thou hast 
let go out of thy hand the man whom I had devoted to destruc- 
tion, therefore thy life shall go for his life, and thy people for 
his people ”—éoraz 1 Yruyy cou dvtt THs Wuyfis avTod, Kal 6 Nads 
gov avtl TOD Naov avTovU—LXX. (1 Kings xx, 42). 

These examples will surely suffice to show that the suffering 
of one for another—the suffering of some for the sins of others, 
the bearing by some of the penalty of others’ sins—was not a 
notion at all alien to the thoughts and feelings of the people 
separated from the world, to be specially trained for the coming 
of the Saviour, and Divinely instructed in preparation for the 


that which, in some measure and in some sense, was to show His 
righteousness, because of the passing over (7dpeou) of David’s sin. Com- 
pare the LXX. of 2 Sam. xii. 13, 14 : Kvpio¢g wapeBiBace rd dudprnpa ood ob 
py arro8avng . . . 0 viog cov 6 Texte oor Oavarw am oMaveira. 

We should beware, however, of straining such comparisons. Of the 
death of Christ it has been well said that “forming as it does that great 
landmark and division in the course of time, which separates the mature 
age of the world from its infancy, we may assert of it that it is not only 
unlike anything which had previously occurred, but also anything which 
can by any possibility happen a second time in the history of the world ” 
(Shuttleworth’s “ Three Sermons at Oxford,” p. 12). 

6—2 
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knowledge of His salvation.1 And if this were so, is there any- 
thing to make us suppose that there could be no connection in 
their minds between this notion and the teaching of God’s 
ordinance of sacrificial death—the death of a sinless, spotless 
victim—called by the very name of “sim,” spoken of as an 
offering for sin, and enduring (so far) the penalty of sin? It is 
scarcely conceivable that no such connection could have existed 
in the minds of those who looked to the Rock whence they were 
hewn,? and remembered how Abraham their father had been 
called by God to look on his son—the son of God’s gift, the 
heir of God’s promise—bound on the altar, due to the knife and 
the flame, and then had received him back from death for life, 
because the Lord had seen to it, the Lord had provided, and 
Abraham had offered up on the altar a ram for a burnt offering 
instead of Isaac his son. 

And it will not be altogether a worthless testimony to this 
view of Jewish sacrifice, that good evidence can be shown that so 
the teaching of sacrifice was understood and interpreted by thetra- 
ditional doctrine of the Jewish schools (see above, pp. 46, 82). 

But we must be allowed to ask special attention to the teach- 
ing of the Passover. That the paschal lamb was a sacrifice is 
now very generally admitted. If it was a sacrifice, indeed, 
shall we suppose that the sprinkled blood had to say to the 
destroyer only this: “I am here for a sign to mark for you the 
doors into which you are not to enter to do your destroying 
work”? For such a purpose, what need that the sign should be 
blood, and the blood the blood of sacrifice*—the sacrificial blood 
of alamb slain? Can we doubt that the blood on the door- 
post had this also to say to the destroyer: “Here you may not 
enter, because here your work has been done, and the death of 
the lamb (whose sprinkled blood you see) has been appointed 
and accepted by God instead of the death of the first-born” ? 
Is not this interpretation confirmed by the claim which God 
makes upon the first-born whom He has thus redeemed from 
death, that they may know themselves, not their own, but 
bought with a price—even as “ the general assembly and Church 
of the first-born which are written in heaven” (Heb. xii. 23) 
are “redeemed with the precious blood of Christ, as of a Lamb 


1 And it must not be supposed that there was nothing in the training in 
heathenism by which men’s minds were prepared for the notion of atone- 
ment by vicarious penalty and satisfaction. (See British and Foreign 
Evangelical Review, Jan., 1861, pp. 40, 41.) 

2 See above, p. 5. This sacrifice of Abraham was regarded as the 
substratum of all sacrifices. (See above, p. 43.) 

3 See Kurtz, “Sacrificial Worship,” p. 367, and Dr. W. Saumarez 
Smith, ‘Blood of New Covenant,” pp. 51, 54; Crawford, “Sc. D. of 
Atonement,” p. 501 ; Magee on ‘“‘ Atonement,” pp. 60, 126. 
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without blemish and without spot” (1 Pet.i.19)? And is not 
this view still further confirmed by the provision for redeeming 
again the first-born of the human race? And still further by 
the order for the redemption of the firstling of an ass by a lamb 
(Exod. xiii. 13), and by the further order: “ And if thou wilt 
not redeem it, then thou shalt break his neck” ?? And still 
further by the order for the taking of the Levites as istead of 
the first-born, and by the words which follow: “And the 
Levites shall be Mine; I am the Lord” (Numb. iii. 45)? Does 
not the Passover sacrifice stand connected as one link ina chain, 
the first in a series of redemptions, and redemptions all by sub- 
stitution # Can we suppose that it was for nothing that at this 
great turning-point in their history, and in its yearly commem- 
oration, as well as in duties of daily life—reminding them 
continually of this event, the redeemed people had perpetually 
brought before their minds the thought of vicarious suffering, 
substitutional transfer of penalty, of claim, of obligation ? 

We have thus taken a few samples of evidence from the Old 
Testament. Space will not allow us to add to these, save once 
more to direct attention to the one prophecy which, in this 


1 In this case by “corruptible things, as silver and gold,” as in contrast 
with “the precious blood” (Numb. ili, 47, xviii. 15, 16). In connection with 
this it may be observed that the poll-tax or offering for the service of the 
tabernacle (from which also the Levites seem to have been exempted) ig 
likewise regarded as a ransom or redemption-price (725 : Nbrpa Tie Puxiic) 
for the soul or life of the offerer (Exod. xxx. 12-16), And itis said 
to be a prynudovvoy tvayte Kupiov, tiiaoac8a rept rdv Puyov dpor (Vv. 16). 
This poll-tax (or rather redemption price) appears to have been originally 
connected with the census of the people. Probably the exigencies of the 
Tabernacle (or Temple) service led subsequently to its becoming an annual 
demand. The Didrachma of the New Testament apparently stands con- 
nected with itin historical continuity (see especially Trench on “ Miracles,” 
pp. 373-375, with notes, 5th edit.). And if this is so, the dy7i guov Kai ov 
of Matt. xvii. 27 (which has sometimes been pleaded as evacuating the 
substitutional force of dyv7i in such expressions as avridurooy, in 1 Tim. ii. 
6, see Norris, ‘Rudiments of Th.,” p. 171) may perhaps be regarded as 
having a special fitness for the occasion, and as bearing witness to the 
original and abiding redemptive character of the payment, and the sub- 
stitutional aspect of the redemption, and therefore to this xijvoo¢ as more 
than corresponding to the ‘custom or tribute” of “the kings of the 
earth.” Archbishop Trench says (“ On Miracles,” p. 385, note) : “‘ Observe 
the dyri {uot Kai ood (cf. Matt. xx. 28)—another proof that we have to do 
with the ransom for persons, a price given i thei stead, with a reference 
to the original institution of this payment.” Augustin says: “ Mysterium 
latebat : Christus tamen tributum non debitum persolvebat. Sic persolvit 
et mortem ; non debebat et persolvebat. Ile nisi indebitum solveret, 
nunquam nos a debito liberaret” (Serm. clv. 7). Jerome says: “ Ut 
ostenderetur similitudo carnis, dum eodem et servus et Dominus pretio 
liberatur ” (Com.in Matt. in loc.) See Trench “On Miracles,” p. 384. 

2 See also Numb. xviii. 17. 

® The word d\ddéec is used in LXX. for the redemption of the ass’s 
foal by the lamb (Exod. xiii. 13). 
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connection, it is impossible to leave altogether out of view. If 
it be so, that in Isa. liti, we have set before us the 
consummation of Messianic expectation, as well as the sum- 
ming up and explanation of the sacrificial teaching of earlier 
days, then is it possible, we ask, to deny that we have here that 
which is suggestive of a great redeeming work, the true account 
of which is to be found in substitution, the bearing of our griefs, 
the carrying of our sorrows—by One, the Man of Sorrows—by 
One who, pouring out His soul unto death, bare the sin of 
many, and made intercession for the transgressors? What else 
mean these words: “All we like sheep have gone astray; we 
have turned every one to his own way, and the Lord hath made 
to light on Him the iniquity of us all” 2 


' The following words give an evidence which no critic can afford to 
despise, and a testimony of all the greater weight as coming from one 
whose “ Conclusions” on “the Christian element in the book of Isaiah,” 
were “as great a surprise to the writer as any of his results in the critical 
or exegetical field,” and one who “belongs to a school of interpretation 
mainly, at any rate, composed of rationalists” (Professor Cheyne, “ Pro- 
phecies of Isaiah,” vol. ii., p. 171). 

This, then, is Professor Cheyne’s note on. Isai. liii. 4: “ This is the first 
of twelve distinct assertions in this one chapter of the vicarious character 
of the sufferings of the Servant. The verb (ndsd@) may also be rendered 
‘he took away’ (as Mic. ii. 2), and Del. thinks this meaning is included 
here, but the parallel verb (sibhal), which is quite unambiguous, is against 
this view. That the primary meaning is ‘he bore’ Del. himself admits, 
the verb nasa (but not the verb sabhal) being a technical term in the Law 
for bearing the penalty of sin” (vol.i. pp. 44, 45). 

So also, commenting on Isaiah liii., even Mr. G. Vance Smith has said : 
“The result of the sufferings of the Servant of Jehovah shall be, for his 
people, prosperity, redemption, expiation of their sins, in accordance with 
the ancient and widely-spread idea that by suffering, even the suffering 
of others, sin may be atoned and put away” (Nineteenth Century, July, 
1876. See Professor D. R. Goodwin’s “Thoughts on the Atonement,” 
p29): 

Evidence of the Jewish interpretation of this chapter in this sense is 
abundant. Dr. Pusey says: “ They cannot, as Jews, accept the belief, 
imperfectly held by their forefathers, that One suffered for us as the pro- 
pitiation for our sins. But the death, the vicariousness of the sufferings, 
and the intercession they do believe” (Intro, to Engl. Transl. of 53rd of 
Isai., according to Jewish Interpreters, p. xlvii.) A few examples of 
Jewish exposition may suffice : 

‘‘ By the words (liii. 4) they mean that the pains which he fell into were 
merited by them, but that He bore them instead.” ‘“ He endured punish- 
ment as though He had been a sinner Himself.” ‘The sickness that ought 
to have come upon us, came upon Him, and through them atonement was 
made for us.” “All their iniquities and transgressions were carried by 
Him as though He had been the scapegoat.” ‘Since He bore the punish- 
ment, although unjustly, we are healed.” “ All the punishments spoken 
of should have come rightly upon us.” “That He might receive the 
penalty on their behalf.” “ All his afflictions . . . were for their sins and 
transgressions, in virtue of the justly merited judgment of God. It is 
thus that when they have paid the debt which God has adjudged to be 
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And, now, what do we claim to have established by all this ? 
We claim that these instances suffice at least abundantly to 
establish the fact that there had been, before the coming of 
Christ, a preparation for the acceptance of the teaching of 
redemption by vicarious suffering for sin, the substitution 
of the sinless for the sinful in the bearing of the penalty of 
transgression. 

We proceed to another question. 

Ii. Is the language of the New Testament such as accommo- 
dates itself to the theory of vicarious suffering being a thing 
strange and unknown, or, rather, to the theory of its finding 
ready acceptance in the minds and hearts of those who accepted 
as their Saviour the crucified Son of God ? 

It appears to us that we are saying far too little when we 
affirm that the second theory is justified and supported by a 
mass of evidence whose cumulative weight can never be out- 
weighed, while the other theory must stand condemned as 
utterly untenable and incredible altogether. 

Need we refer again to the sayings of our Lord Himself? Is 
it possible to deny that there is something more than suggestive 
of substitution in the language which spoke of giving His life a 
AvTpov for many ? 

In the apostolic Epistles let the passages which speak of 
Christ’s dying for us be viewed in connection with those other 
texts which speak of His dying for our sims, and let these 
again be seen in the same view with the language which declares 
the truth of the ordained connection between sin and death, 
and still further let all these be set beside the teaching of 
Christ’s bearing our sins im His death, and we feel sure that 
the combination of this testimony can only be made to fit in 
with the theory of a substitutionary character being recognised 
at once in the Christian view of the death of Christ. 

And what shall we say of St. Paul’s words—avtidutpov vu7rép 
wavrov (1 Tim. ii. 6)? This language is all the more forcible in its 
bearing on the point before us, because it is not so much a didactic 
assertion, as part of an enforcement of recognised elementary 
truths of the faith, for which St. Paul was ordained a preacher 
and an apostle, a teacher of the Gentiles in faith and verity. 

Add to all this just one text from the Epistle to the Hebrews, 


due from them, he then sends them a person who will guide them and 
deliver them” (Ibid., pp. lxvi.—lxx.) 

See also the Commentary of Ibn Ezra on Isaiah, who says of “iniquity ” 
in lili. 6, “hereit means the punishment for the iniquity.” He interprets 
“Smitten of God and afflicted” (v. 4) thus: ‘‘ While we deserved to be 
afflicted with all this grief, because our [Gentile] religion is false, it came - 
instead upon Israel.” So inv. 12, in the words “ He bare the sin of 
many,” he says, “the punishment which the latter deserved was inflicted 
upon the former” (Friedlander’s translation—Triibner—pp. 242-246). 


88 The Death of Christ. 


in which the writer assumes rather than teaches the connection 
between the appointment of Jewish sacrifice and the death of 
Christ, and the bearing of both these on the death of man: 
“Now once in the end of the world hath He appeared to put 
away sin by the sacrifice of Himself. And as it is appointed 
unto men once to die, but after this the judgment, so Christ was 
once offered to bear the sins of many, and unto them that look 
for Him shall He appear the second time without sin unto 
salvation ’”? (Heb. ix. 26-28). 

We have touched, we need hardly say, on but a very small 
part of the evidence afforded by the New Testament—evidence 
which should be viewed, not so much in its separate items, as in 
its united combination. And we need have no hesitation in 
contending that it can never be made to fit in with any other 
assumption than that which avails to bind and hold all together 
in one harmonious whole—the assumption that the notion of 
vicarious penalty entered into the elementary ideas connected 
with the atonement of Christ in the view of the Christian Church 
in the time of the Apostles. 

III. We have yet another important question to ask. Is there 
anything in the writings which have come down to us from Chris- 
tian antiquity tending to the support of the one theory or the 
other ? 

We do not indeed think that the argument from Scripture 
stands in need of support from the writings of uninspired 
teachers in early times. We believe the evidence from the 
oracles of God to be quite conclusive. Nevertheless, all will 
acknowledge that some weight belongs to the corroborative 
witness of those who ought to be able to testify to the faith 
they had received from the Apostles—the faith once for all 
delivered unto the saints. 

Much—too much, a great deal—has been made of the alleged 
divergence of views concerning Christ’s death to be traced in the 
writings of the ancient Fathers. 

That the atonement of Christ’s death was regarded from 
different points of view ,by#Christians of old time, and that 
varying aspects of this mystery presented themselves to the 
thoughts of different minds—this should only have the effect of 
emphasizing the certain truth that a consensus of Patristic 
teaching testifies to the assured faith of all the early ages 
of Christianity in the truth and reality of the Atonement; 
the objective fact accomplished by Christ’s death; the deliver- 
ance wrought; the victory won; the debt fully paid; the 
ransom-price laid down; the condemnation all removed; the 
sinner’s sin quite taken out of the way of the sinner’s return to 
the God of his salvation. And to this we will venture to add, 
that when attempts have been made to depreciate the value of 
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this Patristic testimony by casting anything like obloquy on the 
view prevailing among some of the Fathers of the Church—the 
view of Christ’s death as a ransom taken by the devil—it has 
been too readily assumed that this view is one of unmixed 
error—the evidence of grievous misconception, of obvious in- 
competence to deal with such a subject. We must even venture 
to suggest that, underlying the strong antipathies to this view, 
there may be a want of due recognition of the real personal 
agency of Satan in the world—of the certain Scriptural truth 
than he is the accuser of sinners, and the agent of God’s judg- 
ments on men; that all evils in the world, physical, moral, and 
spiritual, are works of the devil; that the power and dominion 
of death are his! And, while admitting that in some of the 
writings of the Fathers there may be found adhering to this 
view unscriptural notions, or notions which go beyond the 
warrant of Holy Writ, and that in others an unscriptural 
prominence may sometimes be given to this teaching, we must 
venture to maintain that the teaching itself rests on a thoroughly 
Scriptural basis.2 A great truth may be looked at from different 
points of view. And the divergence of aspect does but tend to 


1 We cannot do more here than refer to a few texts, the study of 
which will, we believe, enable the reader to substantiate what is stated 
above : John xiv. 30, 31; xii. 31, 32; Luke xxii. 53 (with Col. i. 13) ; 
Jobn xviii. 8, 9 (with xvii. 11,12); 2 Cor. xii. 7; 1 Cor. v.5; Heb. ii. 
Puke xitstor: xi. 24/5, Wisd. i, 13's 11124 

*It must be borne in mind that sin and all its fruits are the work of the 
devil. So the thorn in the flesh is a messenger of Satan, and death is 
Satan’s minister. And so to be cast out in any measure from the family 
of God is to be, in such measure, delivered unto Satan. As the strength 
of sin is the law, so the strength of Satan’s dominion is God’s holy and 
just condemnation of outcast sinners. 

To be under God’s wrath is to be in the power and dominion of the 
devil. To be delivered from God’s wrath and condemnation is ipso facto 
to be delivered from the holding power of the Great Enemy. Why, then, 
may not the atoning blood which reconciles sinners to God be viewed 
also—in a secondary sense—as a ransom price taken by Satan for the 
redemption of sinners from his hand ? 

Satan and his agents plotted to take that price. They did it in their 
blindness, thinking to bring the Saviour to be holden of death and hell. 
That blindness is an essential element in the working of sin. They 
would not have done it if they had known what the result would be. 
They would assuredly not have done it if they had thought that in doing 
it they were just carrying out God’s eternal purpose of mercy for the 
deliverance of man from Hell’s power—consummating the hidden wisdom 
which God ordained before the world unto our glory. They sought and 
took for death One who, willingly yielding Himself up—the just for the 
unjust—had therefore power to say with the voice of righteous command 
to them concerning His, “‘ If therefore ye seek Me, let these go their way.” 
So the enemy “hath graven and digged a pit, and is fallen himself into 
the destruction that he made for others” (Ps. vii. 16). So God “taketh 
the wise in their own craftiness.” 

So Christ through death destroyed him that had the power of death, 
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give a certain real stereoscopic solidity to the one truth seen the 
same, though not quite alike, through separate glasses. 


that is the devil, and delivered them who through fear of death were all 
their lifetime subject to bondage. 

And if this is so, we cannot say that there is not an important element 
of truth in such sayings as this—that in the death of Christ Satan was as 
one taking a bait for his own capture and destruction. 

At the same time, those are undoubtedly contending for the right who 
insist—as in condemnation of ideas which might be conveyed by a one- 
sided view of such teaching—that God’s law and God’s righteousness, or 
rather God Himself, because of His righteous law, was the true Receiver 
of the atoning ransom, and that we should beware of lowering our views 
of man’s redemption to the level of anything like a mercantile transaction 
with Satan. 

Dr. W. H. Mill has said : “The celebrated Peter Abelard was the first, 
by his own account, to impugn openly the received doctrine of all the 
Fathers of the Church respecting the property or dominion of the devil 
over man, from which Christ came to free us.” He quotes from Bernard, 
and adds: “ This lengthened extract, while it exemplifies the manner in 
which all the Fathers, from Ignatius to Bernard, represent Satan as 
ensnared by his own success, and, by taking away the life of the One 
‘mmaculate human subject, losing for ever that proprietary right over the 
lives of the rest which had been his through the penal consequences of 
the first sin, removes at the same time a serious charge brought against 
that representation in later times, as making the devil, instead of the 
ail holy and just God, the recipient of the infinite price of man’s redemp- 
tion! In the passage just quoted, the representation in question is as 
distinctly made by the Abbot of Clairvaux as it had been by any of the 
many Fathers who had preceded him ; yet how clear is it from the very 
terms of his statement... that in his view the self-same Divine justice 
that left fallen man in the power of Satan at first is that which accepted 
the satisfaction in whose perfection he so devoutly exults, and that thus 
only is man held free and relieved from that subjection to the adversary !” 
(Five Sermons on the Temptation, pp. 163-166). 

We have only to observe on this extract that we question whether 
some of the Fathers would not have hesitated to admit the term “ pro- 
prietary right,” which seems capable of conveying an idea beyond what is 
warranted by Scripture. But its meaning is clearly limited by the next 
sentence of Dr. Mill’s note, which states: “ The devil is here, and in all 
the rest of the Fathers, but the executioner of a justice, ‘que non in 
homine est nec in diabolo, sed in Deo.’” 

Here again, however, we are not quite sure that “all the rest of the 
Fathers” would quite admit this limitation of the meaning of their 
language ; though as regards the teaching of the Fathers generally, it is, 
we believe, quite true that language which sounds of dealing justly with 
Satan’s claims in the matter of redemption is but another form of 
expressing the truth of God’s honouring the claims of His own justice in 
the matter of delivering sinners from the condemnation and the curse of 
His own holy law. See below, p. 100. 

In this matter we believe that the Fathers erred, so far as they were in 
error, mainly in this, that they allowed, some of them, an aspect of the 
Atonement which should have been content with a secondary place to put 
itself forward and occupy sometimes a primary position. In some cases, 
apparently, this tendency led them too near to the temptation or the 
danger of attempting to fashion something too much like a complete 
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But the question with which we are now immediately concerned 
has to do with the testimony of Christian antiquity to that view 
of the atonement of Christ’s death in which it is seen as the vica- 
rious penalty of the sinner’s sin. It is freely acknowledged that 
the teaching of this doctrine does not stand out so conspicuously 
and prominently in repeated didactic statements of the Fathers 
as some modern teachers would seem to desire. Is this to be 
accounted for by saying that such a notion was alien from their 
thoughts, and excluded from their faith ? or may it be accounted 
for by supposing that it was received without question, and 
assumed as accepted in the belief of those who were called 
by Christ’s name? We shall be constrained to come to the 
conclusion that it did underlie the teaching of the ancient 
Church, and was accepted without question in the faith of 
early Christians, if we can find anything like distinct traces of 
such a doctrine here and there occasionally, and no rejection or 
repudiation of such a doctrine anywhere. 

The following citations will suffice, we believe, to satisfy 
every candid mind that there are clear and unmistakable 
traces of this teaching to be found in the writings of Christian 
antiquity. 

Clemens Romanus writes: 

For the love which He had to us, Jesus Christ, our Lord, gave His 
blood for us by the will of God, and His flesh for our flesh, and His life 
for our lives (rv capKa rip rij¢ capKdc toy Kai rHY Puxiy drip TéY Puxoy 


nav) (ch, xlix., p. 150, edit. Lightfoot).? 


human system of Redemption out of this one aspect of atonement—the 
nana being filled in by human conceptions. See additional note B, 
elow. 

1 Compare Irensus, as quoted below, p. 94. See Dressel’s note and 
S. Smith’s “ Poena Vicaria,” p. 49. Wotton says: ‘“‘ Ex sententia utrius- 
que patris Jesus Christus Dominus noster dedit 77)v Wuxiy cai capKa éavTow 
avraddaypa Tie Wuxne Kal THC CapKocG HuwY.” 

Compare the words of St. John to the robber, as recorded by 
Eusebius : "Eyewc éri Gwic éhrrida. ?Eyw Xovor@ dwow Abyoy Urip cod. “Yrip 
cov THY Puxny avrWwow Thy tuny (“ Hccles. Hist.,” iii. 23.) 

Without straining the sense of irip (and it must never be supposed 
that because it is not always equivalent to dri, it therefore can never 
convey the idea of substitution, see above pp. 51, 52, and Goodwin’s 
“Thoughts on the Atonement,” pp. 44-48) it is most natural to see in the 
language of Clemens the doctrine of a vicarious death. Moreover, it is 
specially to be observed how, in the parallel passage of Irenzeus, avri takes 
the place of szip. And the other passage quoted by Archdeacon Norris 
concerning the precious blood of Christ, 5 re dud ry iyeriopay owrnpiay 
éxyubiv mavri TH Kdopwy peravoiac yao brnveyxev (cap. 7), is quite consistent 
with this. For the atonement of that vicarious death took away the 
barrier which stood in the way of the sinner’s soul desiring to return to 
God, which is repentance. Thus the grace of reconciliation is that which 
recovers for the world, or restores to the world, the grace of true repent- 
ance, 
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Ignatius, in his Epistle to the Ephesians, writes in language 
which is thus paraphrased by Bishop Lightfoot : 

I am a devoted slave of the Cross. It is a scandal to the unbeliever, 
but salvation and life to us. In it the boast of this world’s wisdom comes 
to nought. Such was God’s scheme for our redemption (§ 18, vol. ii., 
sect. 1, p. 74). 

Barnabas (if the epistle is his which has passed in his name) 
speaks of Christ enduring to give His flesh to destruction, that 
we might be purified in the forgiveness of our sins, which is in 
the blood of His sprinkling. Again he says that the Son of 
God could not have suffered but on our account—His suffering 
being the offering of sacrifice for our sins (§ 5, p. 20, edit. Cun- 
ningham ; also § 7, p. 34). 

Polycarp speaks of Christ’s enduring unto death for our sins 
(which is the strong root of our faith), and of His bearing our 
sins on the tree (He is the earnest of our justification), and 
enduring all things that we might live in Him (“Ad Phil.” I, 
pp. 906, 907. Vol. ii, sect. 2, of Lightfoot’s “Apos, Fathers,” 
1885 ; also § 8, p. 920). 

Justin Martyr speaks quite clearly of the Father’s will that 
His own Christ should take upon Himself the curses of the 
whole human race? (“ Dial. cum Tryph.,” § 94, 95, 96). 


1 Special attention should be directed to the valuable note of Bishop 
Lightfoot on the next section, where the words dpoiwe cai 6 Oavarog rov 
Kupiov are omitted in one of the two MSS. of the Curetonian text. The 
Bishop says: “Itis not the fact of the death, but the significance and 
effects of the death, to which Ignatius refers. The prince of this world 
instigated the death of Christ, not knowing that it was ordained to be 
the life of mankind. Thus the deceiver was himself deceived... . In- 
deed, the mention of the ‘death of Christ’ is required by the context. 
Here, as elsewhere in Ignatius, the zwa@oc is the centre round which his 
thoughts revolve. The Incarnation has its importance mainly in the 
fact that it leads up to the Passion. It is only the beginning of the end. 
The whole passage opens and closes with the death of Christ” (vol. i1., 
sect. 1, pp. 77, 78). 


2 Archdeacon Norris quotes from Justin Martyr: ‘‘We must not say 
that God’s curse was laid on Christ ” (“ Rudiments of Theology,” p. 270). 
But we are sure he will acknowledge that a not less accurate translation of 
ceirac than “was laid” is admissible. And if he had not overlooked the 
following passage he would, we believe, have seen that another sense is 
required, seeing it shows that Justin certainly did regard the curse as 
having been (in some sense) laid on Christ. Here he speaks of God’s 
willingness that His own Christ should take upon Himself the curse which 
belonged to all-- setting this before the Jew as the true view of the curse 
of the cross, instead of the Jews’ view, who regarded Him as therefore, 
necessarily accursed in Himself: et ody cai rov éavrov Xpiordy brio rH ék 
mavroe yévouc avOporwy 6 Hari téy biwy Tac TavTwY Karapac avadéeEacOat 
éBovdnOn [he had said just before : Kai yap aay yévoc avOpwrwy evpcOjcerat 
umd katapay dv], cidwe bre dvaorhoa abroy oravowlérTa Kai awoPavorra, Oia Ti 
WC KEKAaTNOAMEVOY TOU UVTopEelvaYTOE KaTa THY TOU TaTpd¢ BovdnyY TadTa TaPeEly 
roy 6yor Toteire, Kai odyi waddrov éavrode Gonveire; (“ Dial. cum Tryph.,” 


ch. 95, Op., p. 192 ; Hag., 1742). 
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Again he speaks of Christians as purified, not by the blood of 
goats or sheep, or the ashes of an heifer, or the offerings of fine 
flour, but by the blood of Christ and His death, who died for this 
(see Bp. Kaye’s “ Account of the Writings of Justin M.,” p. 78). 

In the well-known Epistle to Diognetus it is said: 

Himself took on Himself the burden of our sins, Himself delivered 
over His own Son asa ransom for us, the Holy One for the wicked, 
the innocent for the guilty, the just for the unjust, the incorruptible 
for the corruptible, the immortal for the mortal: for what else could 
expiate our sins but His righteousness? In whom could we wicked and 


See especially Dorner, “Doctrine of the Person of Christ,” div. i., 
vol. i., pp. 266, 459 ; and ‘‘ Poena Vicaria,” p. 50. 

Dorner says (p. 459): “'The passages adduced by Semisch do not deny 
that Christ became a curse for us . . . they rather assert it ; and all that 
Justin refuses to allow is that the Jews shall regard the Crucified One 
as one cursed of God; that is, as a criminal. . . . It was the will of the 
Father of all that Christ should assume the universal curse ; hence He 
cannot be simply and alone described as One who is cursed of God, for 
He was also the reverse ; had He not been the reverse, He could not have 
abolished the curse.” 

Dr. Saumarez Smith (‘‘Poena Vicaria,” p. 50) quotes from Neander : 
“In Justin Martyr we may recognise the idea of a satisfaction rendered 
by Christ through suffering. . . . His train of thought can be no other 
than this: Crucifixion denotes curse, condemnation ; nothing of this 
sort could touch Christ, the Son of God, the Holy One, in reference to 
Himself. . . . In order to free mankind from this condemnation which 
rested upon them, Christ took it upon Himself. The for, in this case, 
passes naturally over to the instead” (“ Church History,” vol. ii., p. 385 ; 
Bohn’s edit. ). . ; 

It has been justly said by a very able writer that the ideas expressed 
by Justin are quite similar to those of the Apostle when he says that 
God made Christ to be sin while He knew no sin; that is, He had no 
sin personally, though as our representative all sin was laid on Him. 
“Tf the bearing of a curse is, in ordinary language, the enduring of a 
penalty ; if the bearing of the curse of sim is the enduring of a deserved 
penalty—a homage due to injured righteousness—then Justin’s words 
have either no meaning at all, or they mean that Christ did bear the 
punishment of sin for men, and did offer satisfaction to the Divine 
righteousness” (British and Foreign Evangelical Review, Jan., 1861, p. 45). 
See below, p. 103. 

In the same way Terituillian, arguing against the Jews who regarded it 
as incredible that One permitted to die a death by God’s word accursed 
could have been the Son of God, contends that Christ was not accursed 
of God—“Igitur non in hanc passionem Christum maledixit ; sed dis- 
tinctionem fecit, ut qui in aliquo delicto judicium mortis habuisset, et 
moreretur suspensus in ligno, hic maledictus a Deo esset, quia propter 
merita delictorum suorum suspenderetur in ligno. Alioquin Christus, qui 
dolum de ore suo locutus non est... mon pro meritis suis in id genus 
mortis expositus est ; sed ut ea quee predicta sunt a Prophetis, per vos ei 
adventura implerentur” (“ Adv. Jud.,” x., Op. p. 195; edit. Rigaltius). 
Yet elsewhere he clearly recognizes that Christ bore our curse even to 
being made a curse for us, saying of God, “ Qui filio suo non pepercit 
pro te, ut fieret maledictum pro nobis ; quia maledictus qui pependerit in 
ligno”’ (‘‘ De Fuga in Persecutione,” § 12, Op. p. 541). 

Professor D. R. Goodwin has well said, “‘ The Father never cursed His 
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impious men be justified save in the Son of God alone? O sweet 
exchange! (@ rij¢ yuKeiac dvraddayijc).1 O unsearchable operation! O 
unexpected blessing! that the wickedness of many should be covered 
by the One righteous, and the righteousness of the One should justify 
many unrighteous (In “ Op. Just. Mart.,” p. 238. Hag. Com., 1742). 


Melito of Sardis says: 


There came a ram for the slaughter instead of Isaac, the just man, 
that Isaac might be loosed from his bonds. This ram, being put to 
death, ransomed Isaac. In like manner the Lord, being slain, saved us; 
and being bound, set us free ; and being sacrificed, became our ransom.” 
(in Routh’s “ Rel. Sacr.,” vol. 1., pp. 123, 124, 2nd edit.), 


Irenzeus speaks of Christ’s blotting out the handwriting of our 
debt, and nailing it to His cross, “that even as by a tree we 
were made debtors to God, so also by a tree we might receive 
remission of our debt” (“Contra Heereses,” Lib. v., cap. xvii., 
c. 1170, edit. Migne. See also cap. xvi., c. 1168). And, again, 
in very similar language to that of Clemens Romanus, which is 
probably borrowed from him, he speaks of the Lord having 
ransomed us by His own blood, and given His life for our lives, 
and His own flesh wnstead of the flesh which is ours—tnv capKa 


Son” (‘ Thoughts on the Atonement,” p. 43). But this does not hinder 
our believing that the Son took upon Him our curse when He bore our 
sins in His own body on the tree, 

1 We believe that few who read this extract without prepossession will 
fail to agree with Dr. Saumarez Smith in regarding it as surprising that 
anyone can deliberately shut out the idea of “substitution ” from such a 
passage as this. See “ Poena Vicaria,” p, 51. 

Bahr refers to a remark of Minscher, in which the epithet “ strong” 
is applied to this passage, from its appearing so expressly to indicate the 
ideas of substitution and judicial suffering ; but he adds that it is nota 
whit stronger than certain passages in the New Testament. We readily 
admit the truth of his assertion, but cannot allow it to deduct from the 
natural and obvious sense either of this epistle or of the Sacred Scriptures. 
See British and Foreign Evangelical Review, Jan. 1861, p. 43. 

2 Professor Blunt well observes (“ Harly Fathers,” p. 419) that here 
‘Christ’s sacrifice is clearly designated as vicarious: Christ substituted in 
our stead, as the ram was in Isaac’s,” 

See above, p. 5 and p. 43. In this connection should be noted the 
terms afterwards used to signify the altar at Jerusalem. _“ In Ezekiel 


the two names given to the temple-altar are 7810 and "NON. The 
former means ‘mount of God; the second may mean ‘I ¥" provide 
(or show) aram.’ Both these would find their explanation in the typical 
offering of Isaac on Moriah, the ‘mount of the Lord’ (Gen. xxii, 14) 
and the provision of a substitute for him in the ram (ib., 8,13). The 
temple stood near (if not upon) the locality on which Abraham built 
his altar ; near (if not upon) the spot where David offered the sacrifices 
that were taken as a substitute for Jerusalem (2 Sam. xxiv. 16, 25)” 
(Dr. Kay in “Speaker’s Commentary” on Isaiah xxix. 1 ; Note A, p. 187). 

“Ag it was with Isaac and with Jerusalem, so shall it be with Ariel : 
it shall be rescued when escape seems hopeless. The true ‘ Lion of the 
tribe of Judah’ will interpose, and Himself become the Lamb (Isa. liii. 7) 
which shall bear the stroke of eternal justice” (cbid). 
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THY EAUTOV aVTL TOY NueTéepwv capKar (‘‘ Contra Heereses,’’ Lib, 
v., cap. i., c. 1121, edit. Migne). See above, p. 91. 

Clemens of Alexandria, like Melito, sees a figure of Christ’s 
sacrifice in the offering on Mount Moriah, “ redeemed as we are 
from destruction by the Lord’s blood ” (“ Ped., il Cay OD lore 
i.,p. 111, edit. Potter). And, again, he speaks of Christ’s willing to 
suffer “in order that by His passion we might live ” (“ Stromat.,” 
iv., § vii., Tom. 1, p.583). And, again, he represents the Saviour 
Himself as saying, “I paid thy death which thou owedst for thy 
sins’ (“ Quis dives salvetur,” § xxiii., Tom. ii, p. 948). 

Tertullian calls the death of Christ “the single hope of the 
whole world,’ and elsewhere he speaks of it as “the whole 
weight and benefit of the Christian profession, which the Apostle 
makes the foundation of the Gospel, of our salvation, and of his 
preaching ” (“Adversus Marcionem,” Lib. iii., § 8, Op. p. 401, 
edit. Rigaltius, and “ De Carne Christi,” § 5, p. 310). 

He declares that God spared not His own Son that He might 
become a curse for us, and, after quoting Isaiah li, says of 
Christ that He was delivered up unto death, even the death of 
the cross, and all that He might make us His own by purchase 
—delivering us from sins—ut nos a peccatis lucraretur (“De 
fuga in persecutione,” § 12, p. 541), 

Origen speaks of God’s justice as manifested in the redemp- 
tion of Christ. He affirms that God’s justice forbade His justify- 
ing the unjust. But the intervention of a propitiator comes in 
by God’s appointment, that those who could not be justified by 
their own works might be justified by the faith of Him! (“ Com. 
in Ep. ad Rom.,” Lib, ui., Op. Tom. iv., c. 946, edit. Migne ; p. 513 
of edit. Ben.). 

Again, Origen speaks of Christ as alone able to take upon 
Himself (on the cross which He endured for all apart from God) 
the burden of the sin of all, and (explaining Isaiah lili.) speaks 
of the punishment due to us (1) ogevdomévn uty KoAacts) being 
laid upon Him, that we might have peace (Com, Tom. ii., ‘In 
Joh.,” p. 364, edit. Huet. Colon., 1785). 

Again he declares there is only One who has been able to give 
a ransom in exchange (dvtdAXayya) for our soul already lost, 
even He who hath bought us with His own precious blood 
(“ Exhortatio ad Martyrium,” S712, Opom i7 ce 580, edit: 
Miene; p. 282 of edit. Ben.). 

Cyprian declares that all the hope of the Christian lies in the 
tree. He adds: “ The servant of Christ hails the symbol of his 
salvation. Redeemed by the tree to life eternal, by the tree he is 
advanced to his crown” (“‘ Ep. xxvii,” Op. c. 328, edit. Baluzius). 

He says Christ gives His saving orace by undergoing the death 
of the cross, by redeeming the believer at the price of His 


1 See above, pp. 39, 40. 
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blood, by reconciling man to God the Father, by quickening the 
mortal in heavenly tegeneration (Ad Demetrium,” c. 442), 

He speaks of Christ as wounded that he might heal our 
wounds, as in bondage that He might bring bond-slaves to 
liberty, enduring death that He might give immortality to 
mortals (‘‘ De opere et eleemosynis,” c. 475). 

Alexander, Bishop of Alexandria, who deposed Arius, regards 
the Incarnation of Christ as for this purpose: “ In the cause of 
redemption to give life for life, blood for blood, to undergo death 
for death ” (“‘ On the soul and body ” in Ante-Nicene Library, vol. 
Xlv., p. 862). ‘‘ Christ,” he says, “ by dying, hath discharged the 
debt of death to which man was obnoxious” (p. 362). Again : 
“He hath given Himself up as the price of our salvation ” 
(p. 356). “One submitted to the judgment, and many thousands 
were absolved” (p. 362). 

Still more distinct is the language of Eusebius. He speaks 
of God as putting down to His account (or assigning to Him) all 
our sins (ériypawas Tas TavT@V nLadDV ipaprias), land laying on 
Him the curse which in the law of Moses is adjudged . . . and 
putting upon Him for our sakes all the punishments which were 
due to us (1rdoas avT@ dv Huds Tas Huty éernpTHmévas TLLwplas - 
érets) (“ Demon. Evang.,” Lib.i. p. 38, edit. Paris, 1628). He 
calls Him the tiysov Avrpov of Jews and Gentiles, the avtiyruyov 
of allmen (p. 37), the tov dpapToday avtipvyov. He speaks of 
His passion as all vzrép quay Kal ov juds (p. 37). Again, He 
speaks of His enduring for our sakes punishment Giese 
vrooyev) which did not belong to Him, but to us, because of 
the multitude of our transgressions, and so procuring the remis- 
sion of our sins, as receiving for our sakes death, and transferring 
to Himself (eis avtov wetaGels) the shame due to us, and draw- 
ing upon Himself the curse which was our due; as so uniting 
Himself to us, and us to Himself, as to make our sufferings His 
own (ta nuétepa maby Siombipvineveays Tab exy » P- 467 ; and, 
again, as taking upon Him our transgressions (ras avoplas nwav 
GVELANPOS), P. 495. 

Still more valuable and important is the evidence of St. Athan- 


1 There need be no contradiction seen between the teaching of Eusebius 
here and his speaking elsewhere of our Lord’s sufferings “as inflicted 
not by His Father, but by His human and spiritual enemies.” See 
Acts 11, 23; 1v. 28; and 1 Cor. ii, 7,8; and Isa. li. 6-10; and Luke xxiv. 
26. The fact that Christ’s blood was shed “not by a priest’s sacrificial 
knife, but by the blade of a soldier’s pilum,” does not in any way detract 
from the significance which we are taught to assign to it when we throw 
the light of God’s counsel upon that strange scene on Calvary. (See 
Dr. S. Smith, “Poena Vicaria,” p. 12.) 

So the language of Justin Martyr and of Tertullian concerning Christ, 
as made “a curse for us” by human malice (see “ Rudiments of 
Theology,” p. 270, 271), will be found to present no contrast with the 
natural interpretation of Gal. ii, 13, See above, p. 93. 
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asius. Brief extracts can very imperfectly represent the cogency 
of his witness. It can only be apprehended by a study of his 
treatises as a whole.! He says of Christ : 


1 Special attention should be given to the language of Athanasius, 
because his teaching seems to have been so often misunderstood. The 
fact that the special battlefield of his theology was the doctrine of the 
incarnation—so all-important as the foundation of the doctrine of the 
atonement—has led some apparently to regard him as the champion of a 
new and higher school of divinity, in which the death of Christ is only 
subservient and ancillary to the incarnation of Christ in the matter of 
the reconciliation of man to God. 

Because in the case of Athanasius and others the controversies of the 
day concentrated attention on one particular of Christian doctrine, it 
does not follow that in their view other doctrines were taken down from 
their places to minister to that one. And the extracts from St. Atha- 
nasius are specially valuable as affording satisfactory evidence that the 
doctrine of atonement by the death of Christ held its true place in his 
scheme of Christian doctrine. 

“Tn St. Athanasius,” it has been said, “is the strongest possible state- 
ment of the doctrine of penal satisfaction” (Shedd., ‘‘ Hist. of Doct.,” 
vol. 1., p. 243). “Comparing Athanasius with the theologians of the 
century, we find that his view of the atonement with respect to the two 
vital points of substitution and satisfaction was second to none in ex- 
plicitness and firmness. He refers the death of Christ to the necessary 
nature and attributes of God without any ambiguity, embarrassment, or 
confusion of mind, and joins on upon the Biblical idea of a sacrifice to 
satisfy offended law and justice with as much clearness and energy as any 
theologian previous to the time of Anselm” (zbid., p. 244). 

In his view “‘ the substitute («kara\Andov) for the death of the sinner 
was the death of the Saviour” (/bid., p. 247). 

Elsewhere St, Athanasius deals with the question of the sufficiency of 
repentance for salvation. He affirms that this would conflict with the 
truth of God. He declares that repentance does not satisfy what is due 
to God (or safe-guard the fitting in relation to God—ro eidoyor 76 rpdg Toy 
Ocoy épvdarrer). 

It is a consequence of sin (evidently resulting from the truth of God’s 
Word) that men are held in the power of death, and repentance does not 
deliver from this condition. But the Word, by Whom all things were 
made, is able to restore that which was corrupt to incorruption, and yet 
to preserve for all, all that is needed to satisfy what is due to the Father 
(ro brio wayTwy ebdKoyov aroowoa Todc Toy Ilaréoa). He alone is able to 
suffer for all (izio rayrwy wabeiv) and to intercede for all (zpecBetoa regi 
mayvrwv) with the Father.” j 

He goes on to trace distinctly the death and corruption of man (death 
reigning and ruling over them in corruption) to the sentence of God on 
transgression. He speaks of it as unsuitable or out of the question that 
the law should have its binding loosed before it is fulfilled or satisfied 
(droroy iv 700 Tov TANOWOAYaL Toy vopoyv AVOHYat), and sets before us the 
mercy of the Divine Word, Who therefore (because all were thus guilty 
and under the sentence of death) took to Hima body like to our bodies—a 
body of our human nature, and yielded it up to death in the stead of all 
(avri mavrwv abd Vavaty mapad.ove), and offered it to the Father, that so, 
all having died in His death, the law of man’s corruption might have its 
binding loosed, as having its exercise fulfilled or satisfied or exhausted 
in the Lord’s ‘body (z7AnowPcione Tijg eovoiac ty Tw KYOLaK@ odpar.), and so 
having no longer any standing as against men of like nature (unKéTe ywoay 
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Ober we tepetoy Kai Oipa wavro¢ éetOEpor oTidov, 0 adroc EauTP ~aBe owpa 
moosaywy sic Oavatov, ard Tavrwy sbObe THY dpoiwy Hoare Tov Odvaroy Ty 
mpoopopd Tov KaraddnArov’ Vig TavTacg ydp WY O NOyog Tov DEOv, EiKdTwWE TOY 
EaUTOU VadY Kai TO CwpaTiKoY bpyavoy Tpocaywy ayTibvxoy UTi9 TaYTwY, émANOOU 
To dgerouevoy év TM Gavarw (“ De Incarnatione,” ch. 9, Op. Tom. i., par. i, 
p. 44. Patav., 1777). 


Again he speaks of two marvellous results of the Incarnation, 


To wit, that the death of all should be accomplished (ézpyAoctro) in the 
Lord’s body, and that death and corruption should be brought to naught 
by the conjunction of the Word (0: voy ovviovra Aéyor ngavizero). For 
(he adds) death was a necessity, and there must be a death on behalf of 
all, that the debt due from all might be paid? (iva 1rd mapa wayror 
operouevoy yévnra). Wherefore the Word, seeing He could not die, 
being immortal, took to Himself a body capable of death, in order that 
He might offer it as His own instead of all (dvri ravtwy aird mpocevéyKy), 
and that, by His own suffering for all, He might by that which came upon 


éxovrocg Kara THY dpoiwy avbpezwy) (“De Incarn.,” §§ 7, 8, Op. Tom. i., 
Par. i., pp. 42, 43 ; edit. Ben.). 

“Professor Jowett remarks that Athanasius differs from Anselm only 
in being less distinct” (St. Paul’s Ep., vol. ii, p. 573. See Randle’s 
‘“‘ Substitution,” p. 19). 

In the teaching of Athanasius the view of the atonement as the paying 
of the debt of sin is prominent. See above, p. 78. 

Dr. Dale says : ‘‘ Athanasius, however, had far larger and deeper con- 
ceptions of the nature of Christ’s redemptive work than this metaphor 
(paying the debt) would suggest” (“ Atonement,” p. 278). No doubt he 
had. But the important point that needs here to be insisted on is this : 
that something, in some sense, corresponding to the payment of a debt, 
was an integral element, and an important part of the idea of Christ’s 

redemption as held and taught by St. Athanasius. 
~ 1 Archdeacon Norris translates, “fulfilled all that the law of holiness 
required in His death,” and appends a note to this translation, “The 
idea is that of a vicarious satisfaction of the law of holiness—‘ vicarious’ 
by virtue of the Incarnation, i.e, by virtue of His incorporation of man- 
hood with Himself.” But it must be observed that “the law of holi- 
ness” is notin the text of the original at all. Might we not rather under- 
stand, “God the Father” ? Compare the words zpoojjye rp Margi (as quoted 
by Archdeacon Norris in p. 288), and see note below, p.100, and above p. 33. 
And the vicarious character of the transaction is clearly connected with 
the death of Christ. The vicarious satisfaction, in the teaching of St. 
Athanasius, is certainly not in the Incarnation of ‘Christ, but in His 
death. And the vicarious satisfaction of His death was the very purpose 
of His Incarnation. 76 7d00¢ abrod rudy amdQea tort, Kai 0 Odvarog adrod 
nuov aBavacia tori (“De Incarn. et Contra Arianos,” § 5, Op. Tom. i., 
par. ii., p. 698, edit. Ben. Patav., 1777. The treatise is Athanasian, if not 
Athanasii. See “ Library of Fathers,” later treatises, pp. 143-145). Else- 
where Athanasius calls “‘ the death of our Redeemer” “ the day of salva- 
tion” (“Festal Epistles,” p. 47, Oxford, 1854). Mark the words, dyri 
ravrwy Pavare tapadwodte (quoted by Norris, p. 288) ; andagain, dyri ravrwr 
icavoy TH Oavary (p. 290); and again, zpocdywy avridvyoy vrin Tavtwy émdh- 
pou 70 dde\dpmevoy tv Tp Oavary. 

If death is acknowledged as the pena of sin, how is it possible to 
eliminate from this teaching the doctrine of pena vicaria ? 

2 It is quite a mistake to suppose that in the view of Athanasius sin is 
only “‘a corruption of nature requiring to be cured,” as distinguished 
from Anselm’s view, in which it is “a debt to God’s honour requiring 
to be paid” (Norris, p. 309). Elsewhere, teaching of the purpose of the 
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His body (dua rv mpdc ard ériBaow) destroy him that had the power of 
death, that is, the devil (Jbid., ch. 20, p. 52). 

Again, he gives as the first reason why Christ’s death should 
have been the death of the cross, that He had to bear away the 
curse which was ours, and that to be the curse He must receive 
the death of the curse (e¢ yep Thy Kal’ HuaY yevomevnv Katdpay 
mprev avTos Bactaca, TOS AV ddrAWS eyévETO KATApA Eb 41) TOY ETTl 
Katapa yevouevov Oavatov eéEato ; [bid., ch. 25, p. 55). 

St. Cyril of Jerusalem, in a very noteworthy passage, says that 
on account of the enmity caused by sin, and God’s appoint- 
ment of death for the sinner (@picev 0 Oeds Tov auaptdvovTa 
atoOvncxew), one of two things must, apparently, follow— 
either that God must be true to His word, and all men perish 
() adnOevovta Ocov mavtas averety), or else that out of His love 
to man Heshould make void His sentence (7) duAavOpwrrod wevov 
Taparvca THv anopactv). Then he bids us behold the wisdom 
of God, in that He has both held inviolate the truth of His 
sentence, and at the same time given free exercise to His 
philanthropy. And how? The answer is: “Christ bore our 
sins in His body on the tree, that we by His death, dying to 
sins, should live unto righteousness.” And all this is put before 
us in explanation of the truth that Christ “made peace by 
the blood of His cross” (“ Cat. xii,” § 33, Op. p. 199, edit. 
Toutée). 

And in another scarcely less memorable passage he speals of 
Phinehas putting an end to the wrath of God by slayine the 
evildoer, and then asks, “Shall not Jesus bring to naught ‘iod’s 
wrath against men, by—not slaying another, but—delivering 
up Himself as a ransom in exchange (éautov avriduTpoy 
mapasovs) ? (* Cat. xiii,” § 2, p. 183). 

Ephraem Syrus, quoting the words “ oo of God is he who 
is hanged on a tree,” says: 


This curse, then, Christ took upon Him when He willed fy die for us 
upon the cross . . . That which the Jews meant for evil, Christ turned 
to good, and by enduring the curse which was undeserved (indebita 
maledictione) He abolished the curse which by reason of the transgression 
of the law, was our desert (nobis debitam) (‘In Josh.,” cap. viii., Op. 
Tom, ii., p. 125, edit. Venet.). 

Elsewhere he speaks of Christ as paying the debt of Adam 


Incarnation, he speaks of Christ, av0 yor rv peduyy derodidove (“ Orat. 
contra Arianos,” 1. 66, Op. Tom. i, par.i, p. 423). So St. Augustin, 
‘“Pergit ad passionem, ut pro debitoribus nobis quod Ipse. non debebat 
exsolveret” (quoted by Norris, p. 301). We may not think that God’s 
appointment concerning sin may be adequately stated in the formula 
by an inviolable law, what is corrupt must die” (Norris, p. 293). The 
sentence of God’s law is, rather, “ that which sinneth shall fe » And so 
“ death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned ” (Rom. v.12). And 
this is fully recognised by Anathasius. See Tom. i. , par. i., p. 424, 52, 45. 
Op. Patav., 1777. 
jac 
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(Adami debitum solvit), and enduring the cross that by the tree 
He might deliver him who by the tree had fallen (Ldid., p. 782, 
sermo ii.). 

There is a notable passage in the commentary of St. Basil the 
Great on Psalm xlviii. In the LXX. parts of verses 7 and 8 
read thus: ov decer TO Oe@ eEiNacpa EavTod, Kal tv Tiny THs 
AuTpocEwS THS WuXhs avrov. 

After dwelling on the universal bondage to the common 
enemy of all through sin, and the need, therefore, of a ransom 
(AUVtpwv ypeta), which cannot come from man, he quotes from 
Rom. ii. 23: “For all have sinned and come short of the glory 
of God, being justified freely by His grace through the redemp- 
tion that is in Christ Jesus our Lord.” Then he goes on to 
warn against looking for redemption to any mere man, to anyone 
but the God-man, who alone can give to God a propitiation for 
us all (movos Syuciradsoddar Pree TH OG UTEp TaVTwY HUB), 
“because,” he adds, “God hath set Him forth to be a propitia- 
tion through faith in His blood” (Rom. ili. 25). Then, after 
referring to the history of Moses, who could not give a propitia- 
tion for his own soul, he says that one thing has been found of 
sufficient value for all men (vavtTwy avOpeTwv aytakov), which 
has been given for the ransom-price of our soul (eis Typny 
AvTpaTEws THS Wruxjs judy), even the sacred and most precious 
blood of our Lord Jesus Christ, which He shed for usall. Then, 
after turning to the Divine nature of Christ, he leads us to mark 
the impossibility of redemption save by the advent of One who 
could turn the captivity of the people, not with ransoms nor 
with gifts, as it is written in Isaiah, but by His own blood 
(referring to Isa. lu. 3). Then he adds, showing how the pay- 
inent of that redemption price acts upon our condition as a 
propitiatory with God for His enemies : 

Ovroc o& odxI aehpode ILC byrac, ar’ éxPood¢e nude yevopevovc roic 
TAPATT MAT, ourE avOowrog | Proc @y adda Geoe, pera THY eheuepuay iy 
xapicerce met Kai adeh povs mae éauTov TOTAyopEvEl, amayXo ya, gnot, TO 
dvopa oou Toic adedpoic pov. 0 ovy LuTpwaauevoc mae, éay ev Ty poow abrov 
CKOTYC, OUTE adehpoc OUTE avlowroc: tay 0€ 7 Tay &K xXaplTog avTov Tpd¢ mac 
ovynar aBaow, Kat adergore 7 Mae dvopacer, Kal TOC TO av0owmwoy karaBairel, oc 


ov Cooe TY OE egihaopa éavTov, GAA TOU KéopMoy TayTbC. ov yao tAacpod 


deirar, GAN adrdc éoriy iXaarhpioy * (Op. Tom. i., pp. 180, 181, edit. Garnier). 


1-The value of this extract—beyond showing Wes thoroughly the 
objective reality of the Atonement is assumed as underlying the Christian 
faith—consists in this, tbat it isone of those examples which show how 
clearly, in some cases, the Fathers regarded the deliverance from Satan’s 
captivity by the one sufficient Ransom- -price as all resulting from the change 
of our relationship towards God. The blood of Christ is therefore the 
rahsom-price of our release, because it is that which make our propitia- 
tion with God. We were bondmen of the devil when we were enemies 
of God. When by the blood of Atonement we are enemies no more, 
made to be the Brethren of Him Who redeemed us, then we are as by a 
redemption-price delivered from the bondage of the evil one. 
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Epiphanius speaks of Christ accomplishing our salvation no 
otherwise than by His passion (éxtos mafous), by His dying for 
us and offering Himself for our souls, a sacrifice to the Father, 
cleansing by His blood, and rending the handwriting which was 
against us (“‘ Adv. Heer.,” Lib. iii, Tom. i, ch. xxii). 

He also speaks of Christ as bearing our sins upon the tree 
(the curse being assigned to crucifixion), giving Himself on our 
behalf, buying us with His blood, releasing us from our curses 
by His body (Lbid., Lib. i1., Tom, 11, ch. 1xxviii.). | 

St. Ambrose guards against so understanding the saying, “ The 
Word was made flesh,” as if the Divine Word had been turned 
into flesh, by quoting what is said of Christ, that He did no sin, 
and yet was called “sin.” So He is said to be a “curse,” not 
because He was turned into a curse, but because He took upon 
him (suscepit) our curse (“De Incarn. Dom.,” cap. vi., § 60). 

Again, he speaks of us as debtors under a hard usurer, who 
will be satisfied with nothing less than the death of the debtor. 
“Then,” he says, “ came the Lord Jesus and laid down His death 
for the death of all, and poured out His blood for the blood of 
all (“Ep. Cl. I.,” Ep. xlii, § 7). And, again, he says of Christ 
that He made satisfaction to the Father (satisfaciebat Patri) for 
our sins (“In Psalm. xxxvui. Enarr.,” § 53). 

St. Jerome explains Christ’s being wounded for our iniquities 
by His being made a curse for us that He might release us from 
the curse. And he expounds ‘‘the chastisement of our peace 
was upon Him” by saying that what for our sins we ought to 
have borne He suffered for us, making peace by the blood of 
His cross (“ In Isa.,” Lib. xiv., cap. lili, Op. Tom. iv., c. 620, edit. 
Vallarsius. Venet., 1767). 

St. Augustin as good as says that we may as well deny that 
Christ died as deny that He was accursed. He regards the say- 
ing that He was “made a curse for us” as equivalent to the 
saying that “ He died for” us. 

Christ (he says) took upon Him our punishment without our guilt 
(Suscepit Christus sine reatu supplicium nostrum), that so He might 
bring to nought our guilt, and make an end of our punishment (ut inde 
solveret reatum nostrum, et finiret etiain supplicium nostrum) (‘“ Contra 
Faustum,” Lib. xiv., cap. v., Op. Tom. viii., c. 266, edit. Ben. Paris, 
1688). 

Again, he says: ; 

Rightly (merito) is the sinner’s death, coming out of the necessity of 
condemnation, broken up (soluta) by the death of the righteous, coming 
out of the voluntary work of compassion (ex misericordie voluntate) 
C'De! Trin.,” Lib:jiv:; § 4, Op. Tom, viii.,,c. 812), 

Again, he says that Christ took upon Him our sins, not 


_ The ransom and the propitiation are the same, The blood of Christ 
is the ransom-price in view of our relation to Satan and his bondage. 
It is our propitiation in relation to God (see above, p. 473). 
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cleaving to them, but bearing them in like manner as Jacob took 
upon him the kid’s skin: 


Therefore (he says) death in our Lord was the evidence (signum) of the 
sins of others, not the punishment of His own (non poena propriorum) ... 
So taking upon Him the sins of others, He says, “Que non raput, tunc 
exsolvebam, id est, peccatum non habens moriebar” (“Serm. ccclxi., De 
Resur.,” § 16, Op. Tom. v., c. 1414, 1415)." 

St. Chrysostom uses an illustration—such an illustration as in 
the mouth of a modern preacher would probably incur the im- 
putation of Calvinism, such a one as very commonly is con- 
demned now, and might be very justly condemned if it were set 
forth as expressing the whole truth of the Atonement. But 
what we are specially concerned to observe is that it could 
never have come out of a mind in the view of which the 
doctrine of vicarious penalty did not occupy a prominent 
place. It could not have lived in an atmosphere which was 
not pervaded with the notion of substitutionary representation, 


' In this place Augustin, when speaking clearly of Christ’s vicariously 
bearing for us the penal consequences of our sins—always regarding 
death as the pwna peccati, and the death of Christ as the pena of our 
sins—avoids apparently with scrupulous care, using the word pena of the 
burden as borne by Him, and that doubtless because the idea of pana 
involves and connotes the idea of reatus ; and since the reatus could never 
be borne by the sinless, the pwna, when transferred to Christ, becomes 
pena, minus reatus, which is, in strictness of speech, not pena, or not pena 
in the fulness of its meaning. 

Dr. 8. Smith has well said: “If, indeed, the objector means that 
Christ’s sufferings may not be called penal, because He individually 
did not deserve punishment, and so, in fact, confines the application of 
the word penalty to the infliction of suffering on a person when that 
particular person has offended, cadit questio. The sufferings of Christ 
were not in this sense penal. . . . We who believe that a penal element 
entered into the death of Christ do not, of course, mean that Christ bore 
a penalty which He deserved, but a penalty on account of, and instead 
of us; that penalty being a judicial infliction by God which was to 
satisfy the requirements of His holy law, and so relieve us from the 
penalty which we must otherwise have endured, and to which we were 
subject by reason of sin” (‘“‘ Poena Vicaria,” p. 34). 

In this sense there will be found unquestionable and abundant support 
for the doctrine of pena vicaria, not only in Holy Scripture, but in the 
writings of the Fathers. 

And it must by no means be supposed that Augustin is always careful 
to avoid the word pena as applied to the Redeemer’s passion. Witness 
the following: ‘ Dominus voluntate passus est, nos necessitate: ille 
miseratione, nos conditione. ... Tres erant in cruce, unus Salvator, 
alius salvandus, alius damnandus ; omnium par pcoena, sed impar causa” 
(August. “In Ps, xxxiv.,” Enar., Serm. ii., § Op. Tom. iv., par. i, c. 238 ; 
edit. Ben. ; Paris, 1681). 

Again ; ‘Dominus in carnem suam non peccatum transtulit, tamquam 
venenum serpentis; sed tamen transtulit mortem ; ut esset in similitu- 
dine carnis paccati poena sine culpa, unde in carne peccati et culpa solve- 
ratur et poena” (Augustin, “De peccatorum meritis et remissione,” 
Lib. i., § 60, Op. Tom. x., par. i., c. 34; edit. Ben. ; Paris, 1690). 

The very word vicaria as applied to pena necessarily implies that as 
penally it is ours, not His; borne for us (whose is the culpa) by Him 
( who is sine culpa). 
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and forensic justification by the non-imputation to sinners of 
sins imputed (in some sense) to the Righteous One, and willingly 
borne by the Redeemer. 

Let the reader judge of his words : 

As when one is condemned to die, another, having no guilt, by electing 
to die for him (édépnevoe Oavetv drip éxcivov), draws and delivers him from | 
his penalty (t&apraZa rijg rywwoiag abrov), even so did Christ do. For, 
seeing He was not subject to the curse which belongs to transgression, 
He took upon Himself that other curse [?.e., the curse belonging to one 
hanging on a tree] instead of this [#.e., the curse of transgression], that 
He might bring to naught the curse of the transgressors (davedséaro 6 
Xpuorog avr’ éxeivneg rabrny, iva Nboy Try éxsivwy (“In Gal. c. iii.,”” Op. Tom. 
x., p. 700, edit. Montfaucon). 

Elsewhere, also, St. Chrysostom teaches very clearly that the 
Atonement was effected, not by the Incarnation, but by the 
incarnate Saviour’s taking upon Him, and receiving from the 
Father (when we were the children of His wrath), the punish- 
ment and the curse which were due to us (tiv Timwpiay THY 
operropevny Hnuty tapa tov Ilatpos avtos avedéEato) (“In Ase. 
Serm.,” § 2, Op. Tom. ii., p. 450, edit. Montfaucon). 

But another illustration of St. Chrysostom is even more 
observable. ‘‘ Adam sinned and died. Christ sinned not 
and died.” How is this strange thing to be explained? He 
answers that it was in order that he who sinned and died might 
be delivered from the bonds of death by Him who sinned not 
and died, And then he adds that it is a thing which often 
happens in the case of debtors. One owes money to another, 
and has nothing to pay, and is therefore bound. Another, who 
owes nothing, but is able to pay, lays down the payment, and 
releases the debtor. Then from this illustration he turns back 
at once to the case of Adam and Christ. 

Adam (he says) owed the debt of death, and was held captive of the 
devil. Christ owed no debt, and was no captive. But He came and 
paid the debt of death (xaréBarte roy Oavaroyv) for him who was held 
captive, that He might release him from the bonds of death (“ Hom, in 
S. Pascha,” Op. Tom. ili., p. 754, edit. Montfaucon). 

Cyril of Alexandria teaches that though Christ was righteous- 
ness itself (avtéyenuwa duxatoovvn), the Father made Him a 
sacrifice (cdayiov érolnoev o IIatnp) for the world’s trans- 
gressions. Thus Christ was numbered with the transgressors, 
enduring the lot suitable for transgressors (idov trropetvas THV 
ToOLS avopols mpeTodeotarnv). He explains that the lot of the 
world’s inhabitants was that they must needs endure death— 
for sin (76 xphvas abet Tov Odvatov), and that the Word was 
made flesh, and made lke unto us under sin (cvppopdpds te 
nuiv Tots Up apaptiav), and endured the lot which was owrs 
(rov nudv b7éotn KAHpov). He regards this as the explanation 
of the saying of St. Paul that He by the grace of God should 
taste death for every man; and declares that Christ made His 
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own soul (TH éavtod wruy7v) to be an exchange given for the 
life of all (tis amdvtwy Sos dvtaddaypa). He adds: “One 
died for all, that we all might live to God, being sanctified and . 
quickened by His blood, and justified freely by His grace” 
(“Ep. XLI.,” Op. Tom. x., c. 209, edit. Migne). 

Theodoret teaches that since human nature owed a debt which 
it could not pay, the Lord Himself, in His wisdom, arranged for 
the payment, so delivering human nature. He appeals to 
Isaiah and St. Paul as witnesses to this truth, the one before, 
the other after, both by the utterance of the same Spirit. He 
explains that we owed the endurance of chastisement and penalty 
(qravdelay Kat Tywwplav. See LXX. of Isai. liii. 5), but that, 
instead of our having the experience of this, our Saviour endured 
this, and so gave to us peace with God. ‘Thus, he says, Isaiah 
both shows us the sufferings of our salvation (ra cwr/pia an), 
and teaches us the cause of those sufferings. And then he 
quotes St. Paul’s teaching: “Christ hath redeemed us from the 
curse of the law, being made a curse for us.” And in that 
word “for us” he bids us see how He, owing nothing, and free 
from all sin, paid what we owed, obtained liberty for us who 
lay under ten thousand debts, by reason of which we were held 
in forced bondage, and bought us by laying down the price of 
His own blood. 

He further explains that this is the reason why the death 
Christ died was the death of the cross. That death was an 
accursed death, and our nature, by reason of the transgression of 
the law, was an accursed nature. So He takes on Himself the 
new curse, and brings the other to nought by being slain in 
injustice. He, being under no curse, endured the death of the 
sinners, and so was able to say to the great enemy: “Thou art 
taken in thine own snares, and thy sword has pierced thine own 
soul; thou hast digged a pit and art fallen into the midst of it. 
Thou hast had power over those that had sinned; but thou hast 
laid thy hand on One who had done no sin. Therefore yield up 
thy power, and depart deprived of thy tyranny. I will deliver 
all from death, and that not as a work of compassion only, but 
of compassion combined with justice (ov« amda@s éLéwm Yp@pevos, 
arn’ érhém dixaiw). I have paid the debt of human ‘nature, and 
can now destroy the just hold of death, because I have endured 
the wnjust hold of death”! (“De ProvidentiA, 7 Orato x, On 
Tom. iv., pp. 666-672, edit. Schulze). 

St. Leo writes: “The compassion of the Trinity so divided 


1 The above does not pretend to be a translation. It aims only at 
being a substantially accurate representation (greatly abbreviated) of 
Theodoret’s teaching in this oration. The same may be said of the 
sayings of other Fathers, as given in the text. Similar teaching will be 
found frequently recurring in the writings of Theodoret. 
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among themselves the work of our restoration (divisit sibi opus 
nostre reparationis misericordia Trinitatis)—that the Father 
should be propitiated, the Son should propitiate, the Holy 
Spirit should inflame the soul (igniret)” (“De Pent.,” Serm. III, 
“Hodiernam,” In Hept, Pres., p. 76, ¢. 1.). 

Again, he teaches that God, being both righteous and com- 
passionate, so ordered the matter of providing medicine for the 
sick, reconciliation for the guilty, and redemption for the cap- 
tives, that the sentence of just condemnation might be broken 
(solveretur) by the righteous work of the Redeemer (“ De Pass. 
Dom.,” Serm, v., In Hept. Prees., p. 51, c. ii.). 

Again, he regards this as the result and purpose of the Incar- 
nation, that man might attain glory through shame, incorruption 
through punishment (incorruptio per supplicium), life through 
death ‘(Serm. xix., “ De Pass. Dom.,”’ In Hept. Prees., p. 67, c. ii). 

Gregory the Great speaks of the Redeemer as without fault 
taking upon Him (suscepit) the punishment (pcenam) of our 
fault (culpze) (“ Moral. XIII.,” c. xxx., § 34, Op. Tom. i., c. 429. 
Venet., 1744). 

He constantly treats of the Atonement in relation to the 
justice of God, asking, e.g., how God can be just if He condemns 
Him to whom no punishment is due; and answering that the 
Mediator could never have delivered us from the death which 
was our due except by His taking upon Himself the death which 
was not His due. 

Therefore (he adds) the Father in His justice, in punishing the just, 
orders all things in justice (justum puniens, omnia juste disponit), because 
by this method He justifies all things, viz., in that He condemns for 
sinners Him Who is without sin (eum, qui sine peccato est, pro pecca- 
toribus damnat); so that herein all the elect things might attain to the 
height of justice, in that He Who is over all has borne the consequent 
suffering of our injustice (damna injustitize nostre sustineret) (‘‘ Moral. 
IITI.,” cap. xiv., § 27, Op. Tom. i., c. 84, 85. Venet., 1744). 

Again, he says it was expedient that the death of a Just One 
dying unjustly should bring to nought the death of sinners 
dying justly (“ Moral. XX XIIT.,” cap. xv., § 31, Tom.i., c. 1095). 

To these brief extracts! we will only add the following very 
remarkable testimony to the belief of the early Church, which 
has been, we think, strangely overlooked :? 

After the space of three years, and at the commencement of the fourth ; 
so He draws near to His bodily passion, which He willingly undergoes 
on our behalf. For the punishment of the cross is what was due to us. 


But if we had all endured the cross, we had no power to deliver ourselves 
from death. . But He, the Saviour of all, came, and the punishments 


1 Many more might be added. 

Chrysostom’s expression, dvripporoc rij¢ mavrwy ONE may surely be 
said to imply all that is contended for in the text. See Dr. S. Smith’s 
“Poena Vicaria,” p. 21. 

* It is, however, referred to in ‘‘ Pearson on Creed.” 
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which were due to us, He received into His sinless flesh, which was of us, 
instead of us, and for our sakes (rac air xpeworovpévac rynwoiac elg THY 2 
HLOY, aVO’ HpdY, UTiO HUdY avaudorynToyv adbrov UredéEaro capxa), This is the 
Apostolic and approved faith, which the Church has received from the 
beginning, from the Lord Himself, through the Apostles, which has been 
handed down by tradition from one generation to another, and which the 
Church sets on high, and holds it fast, now and for ever! (Mansi, Lom. ii,5 
ce. 876. Florence, 1759). 

Could we desire to add anything to the clearness of this 
testimony ? Could anything be added to its force ? 

It is from the work of Gelasius of Cyzicus, on the Council of 
Nicza, a work which is of no historical authority. But whether 
these improbable dialogues were written merely as a theological 
exercise, or with a design to pass them as a true narrative, in 
either case the writer would certainly not have set down as the 
acknowledged faith of the Christian Church what would be 
recognised by Christians as altogether alien from their belief. 

Much additional evidence to the same effect might be added, 
but it is confidently believed that what has already been adduced 
is amply sufficient for the purpose we have in view. 


1 Assuredly no fair interpretation can possibly divest this passage of 
the teaching of imputation, substitution, and pena vicaria. 

When Archdeacon Norris wrote “the idea of imputation ...is a 
theory shocking to the conscience, and unknown to the Church until the 
sixteenth century” (p. 48), he must have been thinking of a sense of 
imputation, of which Tholuck said: “Such an imputation could not be 
spoken of ; it could not be effected” (‘‘On Heb.,” Diss. ii., vol. ii., p. 288, 
edit. 1842). It is surely not in this sense that the word is used in the 
theology of the Reformation, as expressing a doctrine taught in the 
Scriptures, and upheld by the Fathers. 

Is it possible to have a clearer statement of imputation (in the only 
sense which is contended for) and pena vicaria than the following 
comment on Isa. lil. ?—Kadue heyee ‘Hoaiac, avroe Tac paXaxtag eOV aipet, Kat 
Trept nay dduvvara. dare odx UTED éavrou dduvarat, arn’ orto neOY* Kat OUK 
ab’Toc eycarehsipOn O76 TOU OEov, GAN HEC, Kai Ov nude Tole éykararEdbEvTac 
mapeyévero ic TOV Kéopov (‘De Incarn. et Contra Arianos,” § 2, In Athan., 
Op. Tom. i., par. i., p. 697, edit. Ben. Patav., 1777). 

But very much to be observed is a saying of St. Athanasius, in 
which he speaks of Christ taking upon Him our curse, even as He took 
upon Him our human nature: 70 ydp apa T? ‘Iwdvyy heyopevoy, 0 dOyog 
oape tyévero, TAUTHY EXEL Tay Sudvoay, Krabwe Kal éK TOU dpotov ToUTO Ouvaroy 
evpeiy® yeyoan rat yap Tapa T@ Tlabhy, Xpwor 6g omép nNMoOYV yéyovEe karapa. Kat 
WomeEp ovK abroe yéyove Kardpa, GXN’ Ore THY UTréED Tov avedebaro Kardpay, elonrar 
kardpa yeyovevar’ ovrw kal capt yéyoveyv od TOaTEIC sic DapKa ann’ OTL oapKa Cooay 
drép jpov avidaBe (“Ad Hpictetum Epist.,” § 8, Op. Tom. 1., par. ii., p. 724, 
edit. Ben. Patav., 1777). Is it possible to maintain that the idea of 
imputation and of ; pena vicaria is not present here? Compare Ambrose 
as quoted above, p. 101. 

Yet, again, Athanasius writes: 0% roy éavrod Odvaror, aXNa TOY TeV 
dvO prey OE TEdELWoaL O orio’ Oey obK dip Oavary ovK elXé yap Sun) ov" 
ameribero TO cpa’ GAa Toy Tapa Toy avOpOTwY EéxETO, Ya Kai TOUTOY ev TH 
éavrov opart xpooedObvra rédeov eagavioy (“ De Incarn.,” § 22, Op. Tom. i, 
par. 1, p. 53. Patav., 1777). If death is the pena of sin, will anyone 
contend that there is no idea of imputation and pena vicaria here ? 
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It is not intended to deny for a moment that errors early 
began, stealthily and silently, to creep into the practice and 
teaching of the Christian Church which had an undoubted 
tendency to dethrone and supersede this view of the atoning 
death of Christ—errors the prevalence and power of which in 
after-ages did indeed avail to cast this doctrine into the shade, 
and to reduce it to the position of a mere hewer of wood and 
drawer of water to minister to the growing superstitions which 
were gradually clinging round a mistaken sacerdotal system. 
All the more striking and forcible, therefore, is the evidence of 
the doctrine of pena vicaria still existing and making itself 
manifest in spite of what was tending to stifle it. And the 
fact of its survival becomes, therefore, all the more cogent 
a witness to this—that its origin is to be traced, not to the 
thoughts of man’s wisdom or human invention, but to the true 
fountain-head of Divine revelation, to the oracles of God, and to 
the faith once for all delivered to the saints. 

Weeds and thorns grew apace which struck their roots deep 
into the natural heart of, man—thorns whose nature it was to 
choke the good seed of God’s Word. But this teaching of sub- 
stitution and imputation—the pana vicaria of the incarnate 
Son of God—the dying of the Just for the unjust, was found to 
lift up its head and manifest its vitality in spite of all its mant- 
fold adverse surroundings. ngs : 

But it may be alleged that, after all, these Patristic teachings 
show clearly that this doctrine, however distinctly held, was 
held in combination with other doctrines which tend materially 
to modify its difficulties. 

And we are quite ready to reply that if there has been any- 
thing like a tendency in modern times to separate this doctrine 
from associated truths—truths associated with it as well in 
Holy Scripture as in the writings of the Fathers—this tendency 
is very much to be deprecated. 

The hypostatic union of two natures in Christ, what is now 
sometimes spoken of. as the solidarity of Christ with the human 
race, His summing-up (recapitulatio) of humanity in Himself, 
the victory of the incarnate Deity over death and hell for us, 
the mystical union! of the risen Saviour with all the members 


+ There is a difference, not unimportant, but not always recognized 
(see “ Rudiments of Theology,” pp. 289, 290, 292) between (1) the soli- 
darity of the human race with which the Son of God identified Himself 
at His incarnation, and (2) the spiritual union with Christ which is the 
covenant privilege of baptized believers in Christ. By uniting Himself 
with the jirst Christ, in the grace of His voluntary compassion, made 
Himself obnoxious to all that belongs to man’s estate—chargeable (if we 
may so speak) with humanity’s debt. The second results to us immedi- 
ately from our acceptance of the discharge which by His debt-paying He 
has obtained for us. . 
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of His mystical body (the wnio mystica capitis et corporis), and 
the regenerating power of the truth of the Cross, its Divine 
efficacy to crucify the old. man in the human heart, the 
perfecting of human nature in its union with the Divine 
—these are truths which, in the Christian faith, and in their 
relation to the doctrine of the Cross, must never be dishonoured. 
Do we, in insisting on the truth of the atonement of Christ by 
giving Himself to be the burden-bearer of our sins, His giving 
Himself an dvtidutpov trép mavtwy—do we wish to make light 
of these truths, or of their connection with the truth of the 
Gospel of Christ? Surely it is sufficient answer to say—God 
forbid ! 

To the theological student the true doctrine of the Cross is a 
complex and many-sided doctrine indeed. It has its side of 
Divine mystery. It has its marvels and miracles. It is a 
Divine teaching full of Divine riches of grace and wisdom and 
power. What mind of man has ever sounded its depths? What 
human eye has ever scanned its heights? What heart of man 
has ever reached the circumference of its wisdom ? 

But, still, all this in no wise withstanding, we must never 
cease to insist on the truth that those who would enter truly 
into the deeper and higher teachings of the Cross of Christ, and 
be taught to know its power in the school of Divine experience, 
must first of all submit to accept the simple truth of the Saviour 
dying for sinners, that sinners may be justified freely (Cwpeav) 
by His blood—the simple truth of the Atonement as seen on 
the side which is turned to the sinner’s faith, as it is seen in its 
adaptation to the condemned sinner standing guilty before God 
—the truth that we have redemption through His blood, even 
the forgiveness of sins. First of all we must receive the truth 
of Atonement by pena vicaria ;} we must receive it in its 
simplicity, as it is hid from the wise and prudent and revealed 
unto babes. The Christian who would truly be able to say that 
by the Cross of Christ “the world is crucified unto me, and I 
unto the world ”’ must first be content as a condemned sinner to 
believe in Christ crucified for him, and so must be taught by 
the Spirit of God to say, “I live by the faith of the Son of 
God, Who loved me and gave Himself for me.” If the truth of 
Christ’s death for ws be hampered, and its simplicity marred by 


1 Hagenbach (‘ Hist. of Doct.,” vol. i., p. 195) says that “ the primitive 
Church held the doctrine of vicarious suffering, but not that of vicarious 
satisfaction.” But it is beyond question that the primitive Church taught 
the doctrine of remission of sins and reconciliation, as resulting from the 
passion and death of Christ. It is impossible, therefore, not to regard 
the result as satisfaction. And if the faith of the primitive Church 
certainly looked upon satisfaction as resulting from the vicarious penal 
sufferings of Christ, it matters very little whether the satisfaction be 
called vicarious or not. 
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attempts to condition it or confuse it by requiring first death in 
ws, crucifixion in our own souls, a spiritual dying to sin and 
living unto God—just so far will there be a real marring and 
hampering of the very power—the only power by which the 
old man is crucified with Christ—that the body of sin may be 
destroyed, that henceforth we should not serve sin. 

In vain shall we strive with many strivings to learn aright the 
blessed lesson of “ Christ a7 us,” for life, for holiness, for victory, 
for power ; if we refuse to learn the lesson of ‘‘ Christ for us,” 
for atonement, for justification, for peace, and rest for our souls. 
He, Who alone is our life and our salvation, He has to say to 
each believing heart, ‘If I wash thee not, thou hast no part with 
Me.” For an increase of spiritual power, and higher experience 
of the resurrection life of Christ, our souls want no new doctrine 
of sanctification, but a new sanctifying hold of that old doctrine 
of justification which is the power of God unto salvation, and 
a deeper, much deeper, rooting in the love of Christ, which 
passeth knowledge. 

It should be added that the view we have of God’s dealings in 
respect of sin and sinners in the Atonement of Christ is not the 
whole view of the matter. That free justification bought at 
such a cost, and offered to guilty sinners in such wondrous grace 
—it stands before the sinner’s soul as an open door. At that 
docr none can enter in for him. The entrance of none other can 
avail instead of him. His individual responsibility is here. 
The grace of the Gospel has been brought to him by the redeem- 
ing work of another, to which he could contribute nothing at all. 
This grace comes of the work all of another, not of himself at all. 
The obedience of the Gospel must come of himself alone (how- 
beit it comes all of the grace of God), not of another at all. 

The offer of Divine peace, the beseeching htany of reconcilia- 
tion, comes from heaven above, and comes only because of this, 
that, in His love and pity for the lost, God made Him to be sin 
for us Who knew no sin, that we might be made the righteous- 
ness of God in Him. The acceptance of reconciliation can come 
only from the heart of the sinner whose ear has been opened by 
grace to hear the prayer, “‘ As though God did beseech you by 
us, we pray you in Christ’s stead, Be ye reconciled unto God.” 
The responsibility of this reconciliation is a responsibility in 
which each human heart must needs stand alone. 

The religion of Christ is pre-eminently the religion of salvation. 
That salvation is full of marvels—strange and wondrous things 
which it never entered into the heart of man to conceive. And 
these marvels will always be a stumbling-block, a cxavdanror, to 
the natural heart and intellect of man. Marvels, because they are 
marvellous, are hard to receive. But when the soul—humbly 
receiving God’s testimony concerning our “‘ earthly things,” the 
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things of our sin, our ruin, our death—has revealed to it by: 
God’s Spirit the “heavenly things” of Christ’s redemption, so 
marvellously adapted to our need, then the marvels of our 
difficulties are turned into marvels of Divine grace and wisdom 
and love. And we recognise that it could only have been by 
marvels, with difficulties and Divine workings very strange to 
us, the working of thoughts and ways higher than our thoughts 
and ways, that condemned sinners, the children of God’s wrath, 

could have been made the children of grace, and translated into 
the kingdom of God’s dear Son. 

The working of that which is not human at all, but all Divine, 
is to be seen in providing the salvation, the food which the 
sinner man, in his great need, could never provide for himself. 
But the hungering and the feeding, the thirsting and the drink- 
ing, is that which pertains and must pertain to each individual 
soul, in which no other soul can share or co-operate. In this 
matter every man should prove his own work, that he may have 
rejoicing in himself alone, and not in another: “ For every man 
shall bear his own burden ” (Gal. vi. 5). 


ADDITIONAL NOTE A: 
ON THE TEACHING OF ROM. III. 23-26. 


ADDITIONAL NOTE A: ON THE TEACHING OF 
ROM. III. 23-26. 


THE evidence in support of the reality of the completed 
atonement for sin made by the Death of Christ as the pena 
vicarva of human sin is made up of such an accumulated 
combination of testimony, that it would be a grievous error to 
attempt to make it rest its weight on the interpretation of any 
separate text. 

Nevertheless, the witness of St. Paul’s teaching in Rom. ii. 
23-26 is so valuable and important in its bearing on this sub- 
ject that we feel justified in asking to have its force considered 
and weighed with some special care. 


bh 


The expression in verse 26, ets To etvat, implies a result to be 
obtained, or a nodus of difficulty to be overcome. Compare 
the use of the same expression in chapter iv., verses 11 and 16.1 
Here it tells indeed of a dignus vindice nodus. How shall a 
just God justify the unjust? We have just had set before us 
the whole world standing guilty before God (dirdéccos To Ocw,? 
verse 19), all having sinned, and therefore suffering the depriva- 
tion of the glory of God ioeenecunae THS S4bne Tov Oecod). 
And yet—according to God’s method of salvation—these are to 
be justified, and justified for nothing (dwpedv, verse 24 see 
above, p. 24). 

We have seen how clearly Origen stated the nodus (see 
above, pp. 39, 40). Justice in man ‘cannot possibly justify the 
unjust. The ungodly can (humanly speaking) only be justified 
by a judicial act of injustice. The guilty man, taken in his 
euilt, when justly judged by man must be condemned. How, 
then, shall God’s purposes of saving mercy find exercise here ? 

It can only be by God’s doing that as a Judge which He has 
forbidden His judges to do (see Exod. xxiii. 7), and has con- 
demned His judges for doing, because of its en (Isa. v. 23. 
See above, p. 23). 

Can we doubt that this difficulty is in full view here? Can 


1 Compare also i. 20 and iv. 18. 
2 “ Brought under the judgment of God.” R.V. 


114 The Death of Christ. 


we question that the Apostle is intending to show us the Divine 
way of dealing with this nodus ? 

It has, indeed, been questioned. But for ordinary intelli- 
gences we can hardly think it needful to deal with the doubts of 
the questioners.+ 

And if we must needs admit that this difficulty is in view, 
it follows of necessity that in the teaching of the inspired 
Apostle here, the very aim and purpose of the Atonement is to 
meet this difficulty. And the efficacy of the Atonement is to 
be seen in the solution of this nodus. 

Here we may be allowed to quote from a very able pamphlet 
of the late Professor of Systematic Divinity in the Divinity 
School of the Protestant Episcopal Church in Philadelphia : 

“We now come to the Apostle’s rationale of the whole 
matter—his explanation of the ground, the necessity, and the 
purpose of the Atonement. Its object is to exhibit or show 
forth God’s righteousness at this present time; now in the end 
of the world, once for all, to the end that He might be just, 
and at the same time the justifier of him who believeth in Jesus. 

“Tt remains to examine more at large this reason or end 
assigned by the Apostle. 

“The point of the Apostle’s argument plainly lies in the 
conjunction, in the ‘and’; not in the being just, and beng 
the justifier, each taken independently by itself, and then 
simply added one to the other; but in the connection, correla- 
tion and harmony of the two, in both taken together. This 
must be so, for that Christ should be appointed a propitiation in 
order that God might be just—just, simply and absolutely, in 
Himself, and irrespective of justifying the believer—is im- 
possible. He was, and is always and necessarily, just, and did 
not need Christ’s propitiation in order to become so. Nor could 
that propitiation show Him to be so, except in connection with 
its accomplishing its specific end—the justification of the 
bellev criuem ir. We have, then, as the Divine purpose and effect 


1 Evasions commonly plead ambiguity in the sense of dicawcg. But 
even if there were good evidence of its being used elsewhere in the 
New Testament in the sense of merciful (and Matt. i. 19 can hardly be 
said to afford such evidence), it cannot be fairly so understood here. “In 
their general use in the Epistle to the Romans, the terms dicatoc, ducaroovyn, 
dikad6w unquestionably mean just (or righteous), righteousness, justify ; 
and in this particular passage dicacoc cannot mean merciful, for the ducaw 
which immediately follows . . . . would have to be interpreted ‘ to make 
or account merciful’; and so the Apostle would be made solemnly to 
utter the unmeaning platitude, ‘that God might be merciful and make 
or account the believer merciful.’ But it is not pretended that diucauw 
can mean anything but justify ; and this being so, even if dicavoc could 
mean merciful... . it would not .... help the objector.” (See Pro- 
fessor Goodwin’s “ Thoughts on the Atonement,” pp. 38, 39.) 
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of the Atonement: That it is an exhibition or manifestation of 
God’s righteousness, now once for all, in the forgiveness of sin ; 
to the end, that is to say, that God might be just and at the 
same time (or, ‘and yet’) the justifier of him that believeth in 
Jesus. And so God’s absolute unchanging justice and His justi- 
fication of the believing sinner can both stand together in perfect 
reconcilement, consistency and harmony before the Cross of 
Christ. Such is St. Paul’s theory or doctrine of the Atone- 
ment” (Professor Goodwin’s “Thoughts on the Atonement,” 
pp. 37-39). 

On the force thus given to the conjunction «al, see Magee on 
Atonement, Diss. No. xli., pp. 123, 124. | . 

Compare Luke xviil. 7, where, however, another rendering has 
the support of the K.V. 

Professor Goodwin adds in a note: “ A similar construction 
of ‘and’ will be found at John xx. 29, ‘ Blessed are they that 
have not seen, and yet have believed ’; also at 2 Cor, vi. 8,9, 10: 
‘As deceivers, and yet true .... as having nothing, and yet 
possessing all things’; «at is used interchangeably with de. 
Indeed, the construction is very common, as in John i. 19, 
vil. 19, 1x. 30, etc. The construction of St. Paul’s words, given 
above, is claimed not merely as possible or probable, but as 
certain and unavoidable; not merely as our opinion or one 
man’s opinion, but as the only rational and critically tenable 
interpretation ; and we challenge disproof or denial.” 

As against the cogency of this argument it may possibly be 
urged that dvcacém may here be understood (as it seems to have 
been sometimes misinterpreted by Augustin! and others) in the 
sense of “sanctify ” rather than “justify.” 

But that St. Paul in this Epistle to the Romans habitually 
uses the word dvcarom in a forensic sense has been clearly 
demonstrated by many English divines. Indeed, such a sense 
seems to be required by the way in which justification is set 
forth as correlated to condemnation. And the d:catwOjcovtat 
ot Rom. 1. 13 would seem to be nonsense in any other sense. 
Moreover, in the text before us it must be obvious (we think) 
that the Apostle’s argument would be (to say the least) enfeebled 


and emasculated if such another sense were to be given to 
OuKaLovvTa. 


1 Augustin, while frequently losing sight of the distinction between 
justification and sanctification, does occasionally recognise the forensic 
sense of the verb justify, as when he says, “Aut certe ita dictum est, 
justificabuntur [Rom, ii. 13] ac si diceretur, justi habebuntur, justi dépu- 
tabuntur sicut dictum est de quodam, [lle autem volens se justifidare, id 
est, ut justus haberetur et deputaretur” (“‘De Spiritu et Litera,” § 45, 
Op. Tom. x., par. 1., edit. Ben. Paris, 1690). 
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If, then, it is clear that we have set before us in the texta 
Divine judicial proceeding by which sinners worthy of death, 
justly the subjects of condemnation, are justified, and justified 
for nothing (dwpedr), and yet justified justly—and if we are here 
taught to see this effect as resulting from the death (the blood) 
of Christ, is it possible that we are not to see here the Divine 
Atonement made by (in some sort) a pena vicaria ? 

And if we are here clearly taught to see this, it follows of 
necessity that in this we have that which is to be applied to the 
elucidation of the ideas conveyed by the terms Redemption and 
Propitration. 

Ly Tae —We are « justified freely (dwpeav) by His 
erace, through the redemption (dua THs amoA\vTp@cews) that is 
in Christ Jesus.” 

(a) From what hostile power, then, are we redeemed? No 
doubt the argument of the Apostle here (as thus elucidated) 
requires us to answer, “ From the just condemnation of the holy 
law.” But the Apostle’s argument here also requires us to see 
in this condemnation of the law the manifestation of the wrath 
of God (see above, p. 24), issuing in the righteous sentence of 
death. And if it be so, that by God’s permission or commission 
an enemy and accuser has “the power of death,” and has (in 
any sort) dominion over the condemned children of wrath, then 
our redemption must be seen as, so far, a delivering also (in a © 
secondary sense) from him that hath the power of death—that 
is, the devil (see additional Note B and Isai. xlix. 24, 25). 

(6) And what are we to say, then, of the price of this 
redemption—the Avtpor of this droNUTpwots 2? What can it be, 
in view of the teaching of this text, but the vicarious death of 
the Redeemer?! What else is it that avails to cause that God 
can be just and the justifier of the ungodly ? 

2. Proprtiation.—The faith of propitiation is the faith “in 
His blood ”—the blood of that redemption price, the vicarious 
death of Christ. And all the ideas connected with expiation, as 
educated in the preparatory school of Divine instruction for His 
people, are to receive their true explanation in the view set 
before us of God’s righteous wrath and condemnation against 
sin, and this ‘as so affected by the death of the Redeemer, that 


1 This confirms, and is confirmed by, the natural sense of our Lord’s 
words, Avrody dyri wod\dGv, Professor Goodwin observes, “ Our Lord’s 
declaration that He gave His life ‘a ransom for (avr!) many’ really settles 
the question of the vicarious character of the Atonement. For we may 
boldly challenge any yainsayer to produce one solitary passage in the 
whole compass of Greek literature where ayri does not involve the sense 
of -‘instead of,’ when it is connected with the payment of a price or 
ransom” (“Thoughts on the Atonement,” p, 48). 


Additional Note A. 117 


now the faith of the condemned is to believe in Him who justifies 
the ungodly—that is, “in Him who raised up Jesus our Lord 
from the dead, who was delivered because of our offences, and 
raised again because of our justification”? (Rom. iv. 25)—because 
in His death God has declared at this present time His righteous- 
ness, “that He might be just, and the justifier of him which 
believeth in Jesus.’ Thus Christ, in His death as a pona 
vicaria, is set forth as our propitiation through faith in His 
blood. 


EEE 


Thus it will be seen that the whole force! of the doctrine of 
the Incarnation is thrown into the doctrine of the Atonement, 
and the whole force of the doctrine of the Atonement is thrown 
into the new and marvellous—the Divine—method of justifying 
sinners, even the ungodly, by the faith of the atoning blood. 

And, then, it cannot be presumption to affirm that “the 
death of Christ affects the justification of man, by affecting the 
attributes of God, by reconciling Divine perfections in their 
bearing on the condition of fallen humanity ” (see above, p. 23). 
It has been well said, “The great difficulty in the way of 
admitting a real objective efficacy in the Atonement seems to 
lie in this: that we cannot conceive how it should operate wm 
or upon the Dwine mind, when we consider God in His in- 
finite attributes, absolute and unchangeable, Who works by laws 
irrevocable and immutable, Whose justice can neither be evaded, 
nor turned aside, nor modified, Who from the very necessity of © 
His nature always seeks, and must seek, the highest possible 
good of His creatures. . . . How can an atonement be conceived 
as having any effect upon the mind of such a God?’ Truly this 
we cannot comprehend. Here our theories must bow down in 
adoring silence. But we must not deny what we cannot com- 


1 “ All along the Apostle has more or less distinctly in view the great 
fundamental fact of the incarnation of the Son of God. But he never 
represents it as accomplishing its effects directly by any physical or 
sacramental contact with human nature, with the human body, or the 
human soul, generically or in detail ; but always its effects, its highest, 
grandest and broadest, as well as its most personal and individual effects, 
are presented as being reached only through faith, and only through the 
cross and passion, the death and resurrection, to which the incarnation 
was the prime necessary condition. Even when by Christ God would 
reconcile all things to Himself in heaven and on earth, the peace is made 
by the blood of the cross. The incarnation is the corner-stone of our 
redemption. Without it there could have been no propitiation. But 
the propitiation is accomplished only through the death and sacrifice of 
Christ, while the infinite value and efficacy of that. death and sacrifice 
can be properly apprehended only by remembering that no other than 
the Divine Person of the Son of God experienced the death of the 
human nature. Thus God is our Saviour” (Professor Goodwin’s 
“Thoughts on the Atonement,” p. 57). 
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prehend. How the infinite can be related to the finite at all 
we can never comprehend or explain. But it is so related, and 
as Christians we may not deny it” (Professor Daniel R. 

Goodwin, “ Thoughts on the Atonement,” p. 33). 


TV: 


The Atonement is a sublime mystery (in the New Testament 
sense of that word)—a mystery which it never entered into the 
heart of man to conceive. 

On what may be called the Divine side of that mystery there 
is doubtless that which is still far above—out of our reach and 
out of our sight—that, before which the thoughts of our hearts 
are to learn to be silent in devout adoration and lowliest 
submission. 

But on what may be called the human side of this mystery, 
the side in mercy turned towards the awakened sinner’s soul, 
there is that which is now enlightened with Divine light. And 
we may not seek to becloud with human darkness that which in 
very truth shines in the light of God’s truth. 

Unless we have entirely misapprehended the inspired teaching 
of the Apostle in this place (and we are persuaded that the 
teaching of the Apostle here is but as the concentration of the 
testimony of God’s Holy Word), we may err in declining to 
comprehend and apprehend that which, however inconceivable 
apart from revelation, is clearly comprehensible and appre- 
hensible as made known to us in the Gospel of Christ and 
revealed to us by the Spirit of God.! 


1 We submit that the Apostle’s purpose here is to make quite clear to 
human apprehension so much of the doctrine of atonement in its rela- 
tion to the Divine dicaoxoicia as quite takes. away from the guilty soul 
convinced of sin and self-condemned the barrier which stands in the way 
of its believing itself justified, and so having peace with God, and so 
attaining to a foothold on its standing-place in grace (ch. v. 1, 2). 

The blessedness of the ducacotpevor dwoedy of verse 24 (which is obviously 
a justifying of the guilty in their guilt, verses 23 and 19) is to be traced 
to the grace of God and to the instrumentality of the redemption (dia 
Tij¢ arourp@oewc). And the Redeemer is to be viewed as an iAaorijouoy by 
the eye of faith looking to His blood. And this faith is to see in this 
Divine itaorhp.ov of blood (not a mysterious hiding of some incomprehen- 
sible method of G'od’s dealing graciously with sinners, but) a manifestation of 
—nay, rather that which serves the very purpose of shoving forth 
(cic Evdctéw Tij¢ Sucaoobyne avrov, compare verse 21)—the Diviné righteous- 
ness (which had been temporarily obscured in the non-visitation of judg- 
ment on sinners aforetime). And this purpose is emphasized by repeti- 
tion, The truth is enforced by again declaring that there was a Divine 
aim and object which was the declaring—manifesting the righteousness of 
God (mpd¢ evdeEw rij¢ dicavociyng avrov ty rH viv capp) in thus dealing 
with the guilty. And allis to be seen as leading up to this—that God 
may be just (not in justly condemning, but) in justifying him that is of 
the faith of Jesus. 
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It is quite possible for us, while contending (in some sort) 
for the faith of the Atonement, to allow our faith to be despoiled 
of its treasure by believing too little, as well as to have our faith 
marred by explaining too much of what we understand as 
included in the meaning of that term. And our contention is 
that we do, to our great loss, deduct from the full revelation of 
the mystery of godliness (and therefore from that which is the 
power of God unto salvation) if we eliminate from the idea of 
Christ’s Atonement that which corresponds (in some sense) to 
the full payment of our sin’s debt by that which is not ours at 
all, but His; the transfer of the charge of our sins to the sinless 
One, Who has come into the world to be the Saviour of sinners, 
the representative substitution of the just for the unjust, the 
vicarious bearing of the penalty of our transgressions, the im- 
putation (in some sense) of His righteousness to ourselves the 
unrighteous—such a making of Him Who knew no sin to be 
sin for us, that we may be made the righteousness of God in 
Him—such a propitiation through faith in Christ’s blood, such 
a showing forth of Divine righteousness in the Redemption that 
is in Christ Jesus, that God might be just, and, in His very 
justice, the justifier of everyone which believeth in Jesus. 

It is well, indeed, for us to be often reminded of the im- 
perfection of all human analogies, and their incapacity for the 
purpose of expressing fully the whole truth of things Divine 
and spiritual. But it may also be quite needful for us some- 
times to be cautioned, that we do not allow this plea to deprive 
us of the very truth which such analogies are capable of 
teaching and are intended to teach. 

The starting-point of our Christian race, the commencement 
of our true spiritual life (in the reality of its power), is from our 
true standing-place in grace, as reconciled to God by the death 
of His Son.! And we can hardly reach this our true starting- 
point, we can hardly be brought to stand firmly on this our 
standing-place in grace, if we reject or turn away from the one 
only way of access to it, which is by receiving as condemned 


1 Doubtless God foresees the good works, acceptable to Him in Christ, 
unto which we are created in Christ Jesus (which He hath before 
prepared that we should walk in them, Ephes. ii. 10), but the faith, out 
of which these good works spring, receives justification simply and only 
as the gift of God, and looks to justification as resulting simply and only 
from the death of Christ, and not at all from anything in itself past, 
present, or future. 

With great caution, therefore, should be received such a statement as 
the following, which (however receptive of explanation in a sense which 
may be sound) can hardly be said to rest on any sure warrant of Holy 
Scripture : ‘“ We are justified because we believe in God, but also because 
God believes in us” (‘‘Lux Mundi,” p. 305, 4th edit.). See above, pp. 
27, 28. 
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sinners God’s gift of justification for sinners as condemned, 
believing in Him Who justifieth the ungodly, being justified 
freely by the grace of God through the Redemption that is in 
Christ Jesus, through the propitiation which is by the faith of 
His blood, beholding by faith how thus God has manifested His 
righteousness, that He might be just, and the justifier of him 
that is by the faith of Jesus. 
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THE following note will doubtless seem to some of the staunchest 
upholders of the truth of Christ’s Atonement to have a 
dangerous tendency towards a retrograde movement in a most 
important branch of theological study. 

Nevertheless, it is humbly submitted (not without some 
diffidence and even with some reluctance) to the careful and 
candid consideration of all who would desire to examine this 
matter afresh without prejudice. ~ 

It is written in the belief that undue condemnation has been 
bestowed on the Patristic view of this subject, and, as a conse- 
quence, undue depreciation of Patristic testimony to the Atone- 
ment generally ; and this by reason of three things— 

(1) A. tendency to put out of sight, or to minimize the 
importance of, if not to deduct from the full apprehension of 
the reality of, the Scriptural teaching of Satan’s working in the 
matter of the death of Christ, and of the effect of that death on 
Satan’s dominion. 

(2) A want of clear distinction between the unguarded 
language or misleading statements of some of the Fathers, and 
the substratum of doctrine, which may not unfairly be spoken 
of as the Patristic consensus on this point. 

(3) A slowness to apprehend the points of correspondence 
and coincidence between this Patristic consensus on the one 
side, and the teachings and indications of sacred Scripture, on 
the other side. 


E 


God’s Covenant of grace with Abraham included the promise 
that his seed should possess the gate of his enemies (Gen. 
neon WAP 

This promise points clearly to something far more than a 
power of resisting an enemy’s temptations. It tells of deliver- 
ance, and more than deliverance, from the holding power of a 
mighty adversary, whose gates and bars would have availed, but 
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for delivering and victorious grace, to keep the promised seed in 
bondage and captivity. 

It was a part, accordingly, of God’s dealings in mercy with 
the literal Israel, born after the flesh, that they should be made 
to experience the cruel slavery of the house of bondags; and in 
after-ages should find themselves hanging up their harps ina 
strange land, captives within the walls, shut up within the gates, 
of great Babylon. 

And God was mindful of His promise, and was doubtless 
teaching His people to know His faithfulness and trust His 
truth, when, on the other side of the Red Sea, they saw their 
enemies dead on the shore, as well as when afterwards He 
opened before them the two-leaved gates, and ordered that the 
gates should not be shut for the return of His exiles from 
Babylon to Jerusalem. No doubt the seed of Abraham were to 
remember God’s covenant with their father when thus they were 
taught to praise God for His goodness—even the God of Abra- 
ham and Isaac and Jacob, Who had thus “ broken the gates of 
brass and smitten the bars of iron in sunder”’ (Psa, cvii. 16). 

But if we have in these deliverances a fulfilment in earthly 
things of God’s promise in the near horizon which belongs to 
the children of the bondwoman, can we doubt that the promise 
points far beyond this for the children of the freewoman— 
points to a glorious Redemption in the spiritual horizon, for the 
true spiritual children of Abraham who—born not after the 
flesh, but by promise—are taught to say, “Jerusalem which is 
above is free, which is the mother of us all” ? 

For them—looking to Abraham, their father, and unto Sarah 
that bare them—the promise is the promise of a far higher, a 
spiritual, deliverance, a redemption trom the holding power of 
a great spiritual adversary, a deliverance of which those earlier 
redemptions may be said to be as outward and visible signs. 

Can we doubt that we have in the promise to Abraham a 
development of the protevangelvum (Gen. ili. 15) recorded in 
that wonderful narrative which contains the germ of truths 
afterwards to be unfolded in the Gospel of Christ ? 

And can we question that we have in that promise to Abra- 
ham that which has to do with our spiritual foes—with the 
powers of darkness and the gates of hell—when we read its 
interpretation in the words of Zecharias, telling how God had 
raised an horn of salvation, “to perform the mercy promised to 
our forefathers; and remember His holy Covenant, the oath 
which He sware to our father Abraham, that He would grant 
unto us, that we being delivered out of the hands of our 
enemies, might serve Him without fear, in holiness and 
righteousness before Him, all the days of our life” (Luke i. 


72-75) ? 
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And were not God’s people of old taught to be waiting for 
this more glorious Redemption, when they sung in the songs of 
Zion, “God shall wound the head of His enemies ... The 
Lord hath said, I will bring My people again, as I did from 
Basan; mine own will I bring again, as I did sometime from 
the deep of the sea” (Psa. lxvill. 21, 22) ? 

The Incarnate Son of God was anointed to preach deliverance 
to the captives, the opening of the prison to them that were 
bound; to proclaim the liberty of the true year of Jubilee, to 
declare the true freedom of the acceptable year of the Lord. 

Christ died as the stronger than the strong that He might 
come upon the strong man armed who was keeping His palace 
—the whole world lying in the wicked one—to overcome him, 
to take away his armour, to divide the spoil, and through death 
to destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the devil, 
and deliver them who through fear of death were all their life- 
time subject to bondage. 

And. now, the feelings towards their enemies (the children 
of God’s wrath), which had been, in some sense, educated or 
cultivated (as, e.g., by the Psalms) in the Jewish mind (witness- 
ing to the real enmity between man in his sin and God in His 
holiness), are to find their true objects not in the daughter of 
Babylon, nor in the children of Edom (for the promise of the 
gates of the enemy stands beside the promise that in Abraham’s 
seed all the nations of the earth shall be blessed), but only in 
the great spiritual enemies of God and man, Satan and his 
angels, the principalities and powers of darkness. 

There is a spiritual Babylon, whose gates are to be the pos- 
session of the true seed of Abraham. Here, no doubt, we are 
to find the true key for the interpretation of the word (so often, 
perhaps, misapplied), “ Upon this Rock I will build My Church, 
and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.” Thus we are 
led to see the assurance of the delivering victory, the glorious 
accomplishment of God’s promise to Abraham, in the word of 
the Redeemer, “I am He that liveth and was dead; and behold 
I am alive for evermore, Amen, and have the keys of hell and 
of death” (Rev. 1. 18). 

When we have clearly before the eyes of our faith the reality 
(as set before us in Holy Scripture) of the power and dominion 
over sinful and condemned man, not of death only, but of the 
ereat adversary—of him that had the power of death, that is, 
the devil, we shall hardly wonder at the view which the Fathers 
took of the reality of Atonement as having to do with the 
reality of a great victorious deliverance from the holding power 
of Satan. | 

And if it be so, that the laying down of His life as a 
ransom, as a pena vicama for sin, yielding Himself in death 
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into the power of the enemy, effected this deliverance—can we 
wonder if they sometimes thought or spoke of the devil, in 
taking the life of the Redeemer, as therein (in blindness and 
ignorance) taking a ransom-price for the deliverance of his own | 
captives, and the breaking up of his own dominion ? 

And shall we think that the truth requires of us to speak of 
such a view only and utterly with condemnation and contempt ? 


hs 


The effect of sin may be regarded under a threefold aspect: 
(1) it is God’s wrath and righteous condemnation and curse— 
the condemnation and curse of His holy Law. (2) As the 
immediate result of this it is death in the full and awful mean- 
ing of the word—death with all that is fearful beyond death 
(see above, pp. 6, 7). (8) It is the dominion and reign of him 
that hath the power of death, 7.¢., the devil. 

Now the Incarnate Word by His death brings to naught the 
effect of sin in all these three aspects— 

1. Bearing the Curse for us, He takes away the condemnation, 
so that the justly condemned are justly justified. 

2. By death spoiling death, He takes the keys of hell and of 
death, and makes the gate of Hades the door of Heaven. 

3. Thus He brings to nought the dominion of Satan, and the 
power of the adversary over the condemned sons of death, bind- 
ing the strong man armed, bruising the serpent’s head, opening 
the prison doors, and setting the prisoners free. 

Now, it is important to keep in view the truth that we have 
here only three aspects of one work—the Redeeming or Atoning 
work of the Incarnate Son of God. 

If the dominion of sin is gone and the power of Satan is 
broken it is because of the victorious way made through and 
over death by Him who died for us and in whose death we died 
—paid the debt of death to sin, and in whose life we live. 

If death is thus taken out of the way it is because, the sen- 
tence and death and condemnation having been borne for us, 
there is no condemnation to them that are in Christ Jesus, who 
are justified freely by the grace of God through the Redemption 
that is in Christ Jesus. 

Now it may perhaps be fairly said that in the Apostolic 
writings generally (specially St. Paul’s) the fist aspect is most 
prominent; in the centuries which followed the second aspect 
is most dwelt upon.! Connected with this, assuming perhaps 


1 Tt must not, however, be supposed that the view of the atonement 
of Christ’s death in relation to the work and dominion of Satan was any 
late development of Christian teaching. See Bishop Lightfoot as quoted 
above, p. 92, note 1. 
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greater prominence somewhat later, is the third, which is con- 
nected frequently with the idea of a ransom (in some sort) 
received by the devil. 

Those who now are dissatisfied with the teachings of Reforma- 
tion theology would seem anxious to set before us the second 
aspect—as the Patristic view of the Atonement—to the rejection 
of the other two. But when looked at in the lght of Holy 
Scripture it will be seen (we believe) that it is really impossible 
to separate altogether the second aspect from either the first or 
the last. There is no overcoming death without overpassing 
God’s condemnation, for the Holy Law of God condemns only 
because the Holy God of the Law condemns. It is God that 
condemns, and it is God that justifies. And the Atonement of 
Christ is the only way in which condemned sinners can be 
justified. And so our victory over death to which we were 
condemned is only because Christ was delivered for our offences 
and was raised again for our justification, And with all the 
prominence given by Fathers of the fourth and fifth centuries to 
the aspect of Christ’s redeeming work as overcoming death, it 
will be found that there is commonly, if not constantly, seen 
behind this its relation to the justice and the just sentence of 
the Law—.e., of God Himself. (See eg., Athanasius, Op. 
Tom. i., part 1., pp. 45, 52. Edit. Ben., Patav.) 

So also when the transaction is chiefly regarded in view of 
Satan’s power, and deliverance effected by a ransom—a price in 
some sense taken by Satan, in consequence of which he cannot 
hold the children of men in his dominion—it is not to be 
supposed that the truth is altogether out of view, that the 
children of wrath are they that are Satan’s captives, and that 
when the children of wrath are made the children of grace—the 
children of reconciliation through the Atonement of Christ— 
then they are delivered from Satan’s power, and the ransom- 
price of their deliverance is the precious blood which makes 
reconcilation. See above, pp. 89, 90, 100, 101. 

The tendency of the Reformation theology was but (as we 
believe) to restore the prominence given in Scripture to that 
aspect of the work of the Saviour, in which it is seen in relation 
to God Himself, in relation to the condemnation of the Law, and 
the justifying grace of God in Christ. And the theology which, 
discarding this view, seeks, not merely to give prominence to the 
second aspect, but to regard Redemption only in relation to 
death, will (we are persuaded) never find support from any fair 
investigation of Patristic testimony. 
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Dr. Dale says of the Patristic view of Christ’s death, as a 
ransom received by the devil (“ Atonement,” p. 277): “Is the 
hypothesis intolerable, monstrous, and profane? Granted. But 
the more intolerable, the more monstrous, the more profane it 
is, the more conclusively it proves the depth and strength of 
the faith of the Church in the reality of the objective element 
in the Atonement. In the earliest ages Christian men were 
quite sure that Christ died to deliver them from some great 
objective evil, and that deliverance from this evil was the im- 
mediate effect of His death.” 

The argument is unanswerable. But (we must venture to 
ask) is the hypothesis itself necessarily “intolerable, monstrous, 
profane”? Must it be regarded as such a “ preposterous 
explanation” as modern writers—many of them earnestly con- 
tending for the truth of the Atonement—delight to represent it ? 
Doubtless, as apprehended by these writers, it has in it that 
which is “monstrous.” And that some of the Fathers have 
given some colour for such a misapprehension may very well be 
conceded. 

What, indeed, could be more monstrous than the thought of 
God’s treating with Satan for the release of his captives— 
making a covenant with death and an agreement with Hades ? 
What more profane than the idea of a real mercantile negotia- 
tion, including something very lke a fraudulent transaction, 
between the Holy One of Israel and the evil one of hell? 
What more intolerable than the representation of God as 
“unable to call back His own erring creatures, still beloved,, 
without paying first the price of the precious blood of His 
only-begotten Son, to one who in the very heart of His kingdom. 
has set up an alien throne” ? (Thomson’s “ Bampton Lectures,” 
p. 158). 

And it is not to be denied—it would be worse than idle to. 
attempt it—that sayings may be quoted from some of the 
Fathers, which in their isolation (allowed no favourable inter- 
pretation from other teachings) might almost even seem to. 
imply (or, at ‘least, approach dangerously near the possibility of 
suggesting) something too much hke such a grievous and terrible 
misconception of our » redemption by the Son of God. 

In view of such passages, however, it should never be for- 
gotten that we are having set before us matters surrounding 
the mystery of evil; and that, in such matters it is often quite 
possible to express ‘the very truth in language which may be 
suggestive of blasphemy. Indeed, it requires some caution some- 
times to avoid so doing. And the Fathers—some of them, some 
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even of those whose writings are most valued—were not always 
cautious writers. Moreover, it ought in fairness to be allowed 
that some of those who have erred most in the use of such 
incautious language, have shown clearly enough by other state- 
ments of the truth that their words are not to be understood in 
the objectionable sense which might perhaps otherwise not un- 
naturally be attributed to them. 

And may not the very word dmoctacia, which is used by 
Ireneus to express the hostile power which had to be dealt 
with in man’s deliverance from sin and restoration to God, avail 
to bear witness against the unlimited interpretation and in- 
cautious application of the incautious language in which he— 
and still more, others after him—have many times incautiously, 
sometimes very inconsistently, and occasionally, perhaps, quite 
indefensibly, indulged themselves ? 

Writing concerning our Lord’s temptation on the “ exceeding 
high mountain,” Archbishop Trench has said, “Liar as he is 
from the beginning, the tempter does not venture to claim the 
kingdoms of the world and their glory as of absolute right his 
OVUM aa) The world is not Satan’s own; nor his at all, 
except in so far as it has been ‘delivered’ to him. . . . What- 
ever dominion he possesses in it, he possesses not of right, but by 
usurpation on his part, by permission upon God’s, even as he 
himself must acknowledge here” (‘‘Studies in the Gospels,” 
pp. 46, 47. See also Mill’s “ Five Sermons,” pp. 100, 101). 

But, if it be true that the devil had the power of death 
(Heb. ii. 14), and that his power was broken up by the Atoning 
death of Christ; if it be true that the “prince of this world” 
came and found nothing in Christ (when he compassed His 
death); and if the Word of Christ is true, which He spake in 
view of His death, “Now is the judgment of this Word, now 
shall the prince of this world be cast out”; andif it be so that 
before Satan was as the strong man armed keeping his palace, 
in death overcome by the Stronger than the strong; then an 
aspect of the Atonement there must be in which it should be 
regarded in its relation to the power and dominion of the devil, 
an aspect in which the “deliverance from this evil” should be 
seen as the deliverance from the holding power of Satan; and 
all this by virtue of Christ’s yielding Himself in death into the 
hand of the enemy: and then a sense there surely must be 
(however limited) in which it may be truly said, that Satan 
taking the life of Christ was taking a Avtpov for the deliverance 
of those who “through fear of death were all their lifetime sub- 
ject to bondage” (Heb, ii. 15). 

And when ‘the Saviour spake the word a Satan’s agents, led 
by him of whom it is written, “ After the sop Satan entered 
into him” (on that night of which He said, ‘‘ This is your hour, 
and the power of darkness ”)—the word, “If therefore ye seek 
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Me let these go their way.”—He, who knew the efficacy of that 
AUTpov, was surely uttering with Divine authority, the authority 
of Divine right, the word of manumission, not only for the 
disciples then around Him but, in its far-reaching power, for all 
whom the Father had given Him, (See John xviii. 9, and com- 
pare xvi. 11, 12.) 

This was clearly seen by Cyril Alex., who in his comment on 
John xviii. 7-9 writes: II\nv dep py Xpioros arnOes vrdpyov 
kal avtois nuty atopaives mpayuaow. “Eva yap ips, dno, 
O TOLLNY O KAAOS* O TroLNY O KaACS THY Wuynv éavTodD TiOnow 


¢€ \ lal VA € i) € Z \ / la) BY 
uTep TOV TpoRaTav.... Qs ovv EpwrnoavTt TO Tiva Tapeley av 
> / ’ a 4 \ lal € St > 
amoAnwWouevol.... Inoovyv épacav tov Nafwpatov, éavtov ért- 


detEas Kal povovovyl Ths vwbetas aitracdpmevos, aTadyew éxéXevoev 
avévtas Tovs addous. “Eva yap éyphy trép tavtwv avobavely 
Tov THS amdvTov bons avtaévor, wa Kal vexpov Kal CovTwr 
kuptevon (Op. Tom. vii., c. 585, edit. Migne). 

It is quite true, indeed, that in the teaching of some of the 
Fathers (perhaps of the Fathers generally) “the claims of God 
and of the attribute of justice were thrown too much into the 
background by those of Satan” (Shedd, ‘‘ Hist. of Doct.,” 
vol. 11, p. 266). But many of the extracts given in the Appen- 
dix will show that the aspect of the Atonement in relation to 
the claims and working of Satan was regarded as in subordina- 
tion to the aspect in which it is seen related to the righteous 
government and the perfections of Him who worketh all things 
after the counsel of His own will. 

Augustin says : ‘‘Omnes homines ab origine sub principe sunt 
potestatis aeris. ... . Modus autem iste quo traditus est homo 
in diaboli potestatem, non ita debet intelligi, tamquam hoc Deus 
fecerit, aut fieri jusserit: sed quod tantum permiserit, juste 
tamen. Illo enim deserente peccantem, peccati auctor illico 
invasit’? (“De Trin.,” Lib. xiii., cap. xi., § 15, Op. Tom. viii.,. 
c. 938). And again: “ Peccata nostra diabolus tenebat, et per 
ea nos merito figebat in morte. Dimisit ea ille qui sua non 
habebat, et ab illo immerito est perductus ad mortem” (abid., 
ch. xvi., § 21, c. 942). 

Satan’s power and dominion are the result of God’s just con- 
demnation—His sentence of death on sinners. The breaking up 
of Satan’s dominion and power comes of the condemnation 
taken away by the exhausting of the sentence of death through 
Him who dies, the Just for the unjust, and dying, in obedience 
to that sentence of death, triumphs over the death of the sen- 
tence, and makes a way through that death of condemnation to 
the glorious liberty of Resurrection-life. 

Augustin says: “Si commissio peccatorum per iram Dei 
justam hominem subdidit diabolo, profecto remissio peccatorum 
per reconciliationem Dei benignam eruit hominem a diabolo” 
(“ De Trin.,” Lib. xiii., cap. xii, § 16). 
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It has been well said, “The ‘justice’ spoken of [by Irenzus] 
by which the method of salvation is limited, is plainly an attri- 
bute in the Divine nature, and not a mere claim of the devil 
upon either man or God which requires satisfaction. . . . The doc- 
trine taught . . . is the same that is contained in the Protestant 
statement of the doctrine of the Atonement, viz. that the 
work of Christ preserves the harmony of the Divine attributes 
in the plan of redemption, so that the omnipotence of the Deity 
shall not overthrow the justice of the Deity, by arbitrarily re- 
mitting the penalty due to transgression without any satisfaction 
of law. . . . It is impossible to concede the position of Baur, 
that the foundations of the Church doctrine of the Atonement 
were laid in the theory of the satisfaction of the claims of Satan, 
and not of Divine justice. If this theory can be found in any 
of the Christian Fathers it must bein Ireneus. But this writer 
shows no traces of such a dualism as is implied in a struggle 
between God and Satan. He represents the limitations in the 
method of redemption as being of an absolute and inexorable 
nature, such as can proceed only out of an immanent attribute 
of the Godhead” (Shedd, “ Hist. of Christian Doctrine,” vol. iL, 
pp. 222-225). 

It may be added that to recognise—as the Fathers recognised 
—the reality of Satan’s dominion in the world, and the truth of 
his having to do with the work of redemption, and of that re- 
deeming work as having to do with him, is certainly not an 
approach to the dualism of Manichean heresy. lather it 
leads to a profounder view of the majesty and glory of Him 
to whom all things in heaven, and earth, and under the earth, 
do bow and obey. 

Surely we miss something—not little—in our view of the 
hidden wisdom which God ordained before the world unto our 
glory if we fail to see in the history of redeeming love (1) the 
grand example of the blindness of sin and of the agents of the 
evil one in working out a work which God’s hand and God’s 
counsel determined before to be done, and to be done for our 
salvation and for the breaking up of the kingdom of darkness— 
a result which if they had known, assuredly they would not have 
crucified the Lord of Glory ;} and also, (2) the segnal exhibition 
of the truth, “ He taketh the wise in their own craftiness” ; and 
further, (3) the swpreme example of the bursting open of prison- 
doors and the breaking asunder of captive-bonds, through the 
taking of One who could not be holden by the power of the 
enemy. Surely we may say, in view of “the gates of hell,” 


1 If in the interpretation of 1 Cor. ii. 8 we are to see primarily human 
adversaries (the kings of the earth and the rulers taking counsel together, 
Ps, 11. 2; Herod and Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles and people of 
Israel, Acts iv. 27), it can hardly be questioned that infernal powers are 
to be recognised in the background. See John xiv. 30. 

ear 
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“Qur soul is escaped even as a bird out of the snare of the 
fowler: the snare is broken and we are delivered.” 

The following teaching of Origen, therefore (which has some- 
times been regarded as unscriptural and self-contradictory—see, 
é.g., Thomson’s B. L., p. 157)—receiving a favourable construc- 
tion, and viewed in the light of the truth that Satan’s dominion 
over men rests upon God’s righteous judgments, and that what is 
yielded to him as the minister of God’s condemnation is yielded 
to the justice of God—may be regarded as bearing a faithful 
witness to one true aspect of Christ’s redeeming work : Tivi 6é 
eowxe THV Wuyi avtod UT POV avTt TOBY 5 ov yap oy) T@ Oecd. 
a TL ov TO TOUNPY ; OUTOS yap eKparet NHULOV, EWS 6067 TO UTEP 
Tey avT@ Ur por, y TOU ‘Ingob Yuxn, anarnGevre, Os Suvapévp 
AUTHS Kuplevoat, Kal ovy op@vrt OTe ov Pépeu THY eT TO Kare- 
xew avTny Bacavov: dv0 xa Oavatos avtod do€as KEKUPUEUKEVAL, 
OUKETL Kupwevel, ryevouévou ép vekpots édevdépou, Kab ioxuporépov 
THS Tov Oavarov éEouctas, Kab ent TOO OUTOV iaxuporépou, WOTE 
Kal Tavtas Tovs BovAopévous avTa AkKoNoVUEtY TAY KpaTOUMEVaV 
ve Tob Gavatou divacbat akorovbelv, ovdév iayvovtos Kat’ av- 
Tov éts tod Gavarov (“ Comment. in Matth. xx. 28,” Tomus 
xvi.; edit. Huetius, Tom. i., p. 422. Colon., 1685). 


TV: 


Archdeacon Norris has quoted (“ Rudiments of Theology,” 
pp. 298-302) at some length from an important and valuable 
discussion of St. Augustin on the subject of our deliverance 
from the power of Satan by justice, not by force. In that dis- 
cussion the aspect of redemption in relation to death is doubtless 
prominent, and Archdeacon Norris quite rightly makes much of 
it in support of his view—which he regards as the Patristic view 
of the Atonement. And he regards St. Augustin as witnessing 
here “against the notion of any ransom having been paid by way 
of compensation, either to Satan on one side, or to the Father on 
the other.” 

It is true that we have here a very noteworthy comment on 
the true relation between the “ransom” of Christ’s blood and 
our deliverance from the power of the devil. 

But if Archdeacon Norris had gone on to quote from the 
chapter next but one (chap. xvi, § 21), he would have shown 
that Augustin was very far from ignoring another aspect of the 
Atonement, in which Christ’s death is seen not merely as over- 
coming death, nor only as satisfying the “debitum” to “the 
eternal law of holiness,’’ but as that which was a satisfaction (in 
some sense) to the wrath and righteous judgment of God Him- 
self, or, at least, as that in which the wrath and condemnation of 
God against the sins for which Christ died are brought to an end ; 
and therefore as that ransom-price (we do not say, “ paid by way 
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of compensation”) by reason of which God is reconciled to 
sinners and sinners are delivered from the power of Satan: “Tanti 
valuit sanguis ille, ut neminem Christo indutum in eterna morte 
debita detinere debuerit, qui Christum morte indebita vel ad 
tempus occidit.... Justificati, inquit, in sanguine ipsius: 
justificati plane in eo quod a peccatis omnibus liberati: liberati 
autem a peccatis omnibus quoniam pro nobis est Dei Filius, qui 
nullum habebat, occisus. Salvi, ergo, erimus ab ira per ipsum: 
ab ira utique Dei, que nihil est aliud quam justa vindicta... . 
Siergo justa Divina vindicta tale nomen accepit, etiam recon- 
ciliatio Dei que recte intelligitur, nisi cum talis ira finitur? Nec 
inimici eramus Deo, nisi quemadmodum justitiz sunt inimica 
peccata, quibus remissis tales inimicitiz finiuntur, et reconcili- 
antur justo quos ipse justificat. . .. In vita salvi, qui per 
mortem reconciliati”’ (“ De Trin.,” Lib. xiii, § 20, Op. Tom. vii, 
c. 942, edit. Paris. 1688). 

And when Archdeacon Norris regards Augustin as free from 
“the error” (though seeming “on the verge” of it) “of sup- 
posing that in some way the evil one had a claim over the race 
of mankind which God allowed” (page 300), adding, “‘ Such 
was not the thought of St. Augustin” (page 301), he seems 
scarcely to be recognising the full force of what Augustin had 
written in a chapter which stands between two passages which 
he has quoted: “Quadam justitid Dei in potestatem diabole 
traditum est genus humanum, peccato primi hominis in omnes 
utriusque sextis commixtione nascentes originaliter transeunte, 
et parentum primorum debito universos posteros obligante. .. . 
Non [Deus] continuit in ira su& miserationes suas. Nec 
hominem a lege sue potestatis amisit, quando in diaboli potes- 
tate esse permisit” (“De Trin.,” Lib. xiii, ch. xii., § 16, Op. 
Tom. viii., c. 937, 938). 

But, further, when Archdeacon Norris adds, as part of ‘‘ the 
error” which Augustin rejected, that Satan’s claim over man- 
kind was allowed “until he forfeited it by grasping at the 
sinless life of the Holy One in His Incarnation” (page 300), 
was he not losing sight (in some measure) of another passage 
which lies very near to the passage he has quoted in 
page 302 ?—“ Illud est majus, et ad intelligendum profundius, 
videre diabolum victum, quando sibi vicisse videbatur, id est, 
quando Christus occisus est. Tunc enim sanguis ille, quoniam 
ejus erat qui nullum habuit omnino peccatum, ad remissionem 
nostrorum fusus est peccatorum, ut quia eos diabolus merito 
tenebat, quos peccati reos conditione mortis obstrinxit, hos per 
eum merito demitteret, quem nullius peccati reum ammerito 
pond mortis affecit. Hac justitié victus, et hoc vinculo vinc- 
tus est fortis, ut vasa ejus erimperentur, que apud eum cum ipso 
et angelis suis fuerant vasa ire, et in vasa misericordiz verte- 
rentur” (“ De Trin.,” Lib. xiii., cap. xv., § 19, Op. Tom. viii, ¢. 940). 
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Vi. 


Archbishop Thomson, in his very valuable “ Bampton Lec- 
tures ” (page 159) has asked, “ How can justice be satisfied by 
the deceit of offering a price which, nominally great, was truly 
worthless, because it could not be retained?” But may there 
not be under this question too hasty an assumption that in the 
Patristic view there was a forgetfulness of the truth that the 
ransom-price was, strictly speaking, not the Person of Christ, 
but the life, that is, the death, of Christ as a pena vicaria ? 
(“ Pro inimico dedit mortem suam,” Augustin, “De Trin.,” xiit, 
ch. xvi.). The justice which ultimately had to be satisfied was 
the justice of God Himself, that He might be just and yet the 
justifier of the ungodly by the faith of Christ (see above, p. 23, 
sqq.). That justice—so far as it could be viewed, in the nearer 
horizon, as dealing (in some sense) justly with Satan’s claim and 
dominion—is but the dealing justly with the power which God 
Himself has justly appointed (or allowed) to inflict His just 
penalties, and execute His own just sentences. To satisfy what 
may be regarded, in some sense, as the just claims of His execu- 
tioner is nothing else than to satisfy the claims of His own 
Divine perfections. And — certain occasional inconsistencies 
notwithstanding—it will hardly be maintained that this truth 
found no place in the Patristic view. Augustin says: “ Unicus 
Dei filius, diabolum quem semper sub legibus suis habuit et 
habebit, homine indutus etiam homini subjugavit: nihil ei 
extorquens violatu dominater, set superans eum lege justitiwe” 
(“De Lib. Arbitrio,” Lib. iii, § 31, Op. Tom. i., ¢. 623). It will 
be found also that the same truth is to be seen underlying the 
teaching of other Fathers, Satan, indeed, is no mere impersona- 
tion of God’s punitive justice ; but in the view of the Fathers 
—a view which they derived from the Holy Scriptures—he is a 
real person, whose claim and dominion and power over men 
(whom by his deceit he has brought under the sentence of death) 
is the result of God’s punitive justice, every pena being, in 
some sense, the work of the devil, and the messengers of Satan 
being thus made the ministers of God. It is needless to bid 
those who have studied the New Testament to observe how fully 
this truth is recognised in the teachings and workings of Him 
who came to destroy the works of the devil, who went about 
doing good, loosing those whom Satan had bound, and healing 
those that were oppressed of the devil. 

This being so, it is obvious that the aspect of ransom and 
redemption-price, as seen in relation to the working of the evil 
one, must be interpreted by the higher view of atonement, as. 
seen in relation to the Divine law and to God Himself: and 
ideas connected with such language should be duly restrained 
(as they were not always restrained) lest we should degrade the 
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wisdom of the Divine mystery of salvation by fond attempts 
to make complete explanations (beyond what is revealed in the 
Scriptures of truth) corresponding to the human conceptions 
which such words, as applied to earthly transactions, might not 
unnaturally suggest. 

If, however, the idiosyncrasies of some of the Fathers have 
occasionally led them to give expression to thoughts which over- 
passed the bounds of the analogy of faith and led them into 
speculations which we cannot defend, we must beware of allowing 
ourselves by a reaction to run into the opposite extreme, and 
thus to reject so much of the view of Satan’s working in the 
matter of our redemption as may fairly be said to be supported by 
a striking consensus of Patristic authority, and to have its sure 
basis in the teaching of the Scriptures of truth. 

And it may be well for us, perhaps, to be reminded that in 
this matter some of the stoutest opponents of the teaching of 
the Fathers have not hesitated to profess that herein they are 
striking also at what they acknowledge to be contained in Holy 
Writ. “Semler, the leader of neological rationalism, in a dis- 
sertation put forth in the Christmas of 1764, respecting this 
opinion as he esteems it, enumerates Clement of Alexandria, 
Irenzeus, Ignatius, Origen, Athanasius, and Basil, with the two 
Gregories, as its supporters among the Greeks, and Hilary of 
Poictiers, Jerome, Augustin and Leo, among the Latins. And 
as is almost invariably the case when such a catholic consent as 
this is assailed, his observations and those of Griesbach, his 
friend and admirer, do not terminate on those doctors of the 
Church, but extend to the sacred writers themselves, whom, on 
this article of diabolical influence, they represent as labouring 
under Jewish prejudices” (Mill’s ‘* Five Sermons on the Temp- 
tation of Christ,” p. 165). 


VE: 


The following quotation from Dr. Owen is not only valuable 
in itself, but of special value as coming from one whom none 
will accuse of a tendency either to superstition or to excessive 
regard for Patristic authority, who yet is here building up upon 
Scriptural foundations just that teaching concerning Satan’s part 
in the Redemption of man by the death of Christ which may be 
said to be substantially the doctrine which is so persistently 
coming into view in the writings of the Fathers, and which is 
so generally out of view in modern theology: 

‘“The death of Christ, through the wise and righteous dis- 
posal of God, is victorious, all-conquering, and prevalent. The 
aim of the world was to bring Him unto death; and therein 
they thought to have done with Him. The aim of Satan was 
‘so also: who thereby supposed he should have secured his own 
kingdom. And what could worldly or Satanic wisdom have 


136 . The Death of Christ. 


imagined otherwise? He that is slain is conquered..... 
What can be expected from him who is taken, slain, crucified ? 
‘Per mortem alterius, stultum est operare salutem.’ 

Our Apostle tells us that this death, this Cross, was a stumbling- 
block unto the Jews and folly to the Greeks, 1,Cor, el 82a 
And so would it have been in itself, Acts ii. 13, had not the will, 
and counsel, and wisdom of God been in it, Acts iv. 28. But 
He ordered things so, that this death of Christ should pull out 
that pin which kept together the whole fabric of sin and Satan, 
—that, like Samson, He should in His death pull down the 
palace of Satan about his ears, and that in dying He should 
conquer and subdue all things unto Himself. All the angels of 
heaven stood looking on to see what would be the end of this 
great trial. Men and devils were ignorant of the great work 
which God had in hand; and whilst they thought they were 
destroying Him, God was in and by Him destroying them and 
their power. Whilst His heel was bruised He brake their head. 
And this should teach us ta leave all God’s works unto Himself. 
See John xi. 6,10. . . . And in particular, it should stir us up 
to meditate on this mysterious work of His love and wisdom. 
We can never enough search into it, whilst our inquiry is guided 
by His word. ... One principal end of the death of Christ 
was to destroy the power of Satan: ‘destroy him that had the 
power of death.’ . . . He was ‘anointed to proclaim liberty to 
the captives, and the opening of the prison to them that were — 
bound,’ Isa. lxi. 1. To this end He was to conquer him who 
detained them; which He did by His death, Col. 11, 15, and so 
led captivity captive, Psa. Ixviii. 18, stilling this enemy and self- 
avenger, Psa. vill. 2, binding the strong man, Matt. x11. 29, and 
dividing the spoil with him, Isa. li. 12. And this He did by 
the merit of His blood, and the atonement He made for sin 
thereby. This took away the obligation of the law unto death, 
and disarmed Satan. And, moreover, by the power of the 
eternal Spirit, whereby He offered Himself unto God, He con- 
quered and quelled him. Satan laid his claim upon the person 
of Christ; but coming to put it in execution, he met with that 
great and hidden power in Him which he knew not, and was 
utterly conquered. And this, as it gives us a particular con- 
sideration of the excellency of our redemption, wherein Satan, 
our old enemy, who first foiled us, who always hates us, and 
seeks our ruin, is conquered, spoiled, and chained ; so it teacheth 
us how to contend with him, by what weapons to resist his 
temptations and to repel his affrightments, even those whereby 
he hath been already subdued. Faith in the death of Christ is 
the only way and means of obtaining a conquest over him. He 
will fly at the sign of the Cross rightly made” (Dr. Owen on 
Ep. to Heb. ii. 15. Works, edit. Goold, vol. xx., PP. 452, 453). ° 
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OF EXTRACTS FROM CHRISTIAN WRITERS 
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INCLUSIVE. 


It should be understood that in some few cases it is open to question 
whether the works quoted have been rightly attributed to the authors 
whose names they bear. 


In the case of some few of the later Greek writers, quotations have 


been made from the Latin Versions of the ‘' Bibliotheca Maxima.” 
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BARNABAS. 


‘ie 


His todto yap UTEMELVEY O Kupios Tapa dodvar THY oapKa els 
KatapGopay, ¢. iva TH apéces TOV apwapTiav ayia Oopen, 6 éotuy év 
T@ aipate TOV pavtiapatos avtod (“ Ep. of Barnabas,” § v., p. 20. 
Edit. Cunningham). 

1H 

Ei ody 6 vids tod Ocod . . . éradev iva 4 TANYH avTodD Gwo- 
TonoN HuUasS, TicTEVTMpmEV OTL O Vids TOD Oeod ovK HdvYAaTO 
mabety ef uur) Ov Huds... . avTos UTép TOV HucTépwV AuapTLOV 
éuedNev TO TKEDOS TOD TVEvpaTOS TpoThépetv' Bvalay, iva Kai O 
TUTFOS O yevomevos emt Ioadx Tod TpoceveyOévTos ert TO Ovo.ac- 
Typtov Teneo Oy (ibid., § vil, p. 34). 


POLYCARP. 
I; 

Suveyapnv buiv.... OTe 7 BeBaia THs Tiactews Duan pita, 
€& apxatov Karayyehdopwern Xpover, mex pl VOV Ovapeever Kal Kap- 
Topopet els TOV Kopwov 7) MMO > Incoov X piorov, Os UTEMELVED UTED 
TOV ALAPTLOAY HUOV EWS Gavatov xaravthoar (“Polycarp, Ad 
Phil.” 1, vol. i1., .sect. ., pp. 906, 907 of Lightfoot’s “ Apos. 
Fathers,” 1885). 

‘Bis 


Eidéres bre yapite éote ceowopévor, ove €& Epywv, adra 
Oernuate Ocovd dia ?Inood Xprotov (vbid., p. 907). 
III. 


3 J 9 n la) 3 If id nA \ a 
Adiareirtws ctv Tpockaptep@ucv TH EdTrIOL HuoV Kal TO 
> a n / € fal A > \ ? an A 
appaBave THs SiKavoovyns HudV, Os éott Xptotos “Incods, os 


1 Mr. Cunningham says: “The conception of sacrifice was so universal 
that it is not surprising to find that much stress is laid on Christ’s passion, 
and none on His life. It is repeated above all things that He died on 
account of our sins” (Diss., p. cx.). On the question of the authenticity 
of this epistle, see ‘ Dict, of Christian Biography,” art. “ Barnabas.” It 
is certainly of early date. See Bishop Lightfoot “On Supernatural Reli- 
gion,” p. 177. 
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caper Kev peo Tas apaptias TO idle TOHATL eT L TO Evhor, OS 
comaptiay ovK emoinoe, ovse ebpéOn Sdr0s év TO OTOMATL AUTOD' 
ara bv Was, tva Chowpev ev avT@, Tavta UTéuewev (Ubid., viil., 


p. 920). 


JUSTIN MARTYR. 


"Ev 1@ voM@ KaTapa KElTAL KATA TOV OTaUpwLEeVOV avOpOTrwoL 
ovK étt 0€ Kal KaTa TOD Xpiotov tod Ocod xatdpa Keira, dv ov 
cate. Tavtas Tovs KaTdpas aka mpadEavtas. Kal yap wav yévos 
avOpe@m coy evpebyaerat UT0 KaTapay: Ov" Kara TOV VO [Lov Mwceéws 
eT KATA PATOS yap elpnrau TAS OS OVK eupever év Tots YE Pape we- 
vols év T® BLBALw TOD voHoU TOU Tooae AUTH. \ 1 €LOOUR rat 
TOV éavTov XploTov UTép TOV eK TavTOS yévous avOpoOTwY 6 TAT 
TOV OKwv TAS TaYTMY KaTapas avadéEacbat éBovrAnOy, 
elO@s OTL avacTHoe avToV oTavpwlévta Kal amobavorvTa, Sia Th 
@S KEKATNPAMEVOU TOD UTromEivaVTOS KATA THY TOD TaTpos BovAnY 
Tavta malely tov Adyov ToleiTe, Kal ovYl MaddroV EaUTODS 
Oonveite; €¢ yap Kal o TatTnp avTov, Kal autos Tabeiy tadTa 
avTov umép ToD avOpwretov yévous évynpynoev, wpmets ovx Os } 
yvoun Ocod UTNPETODVTES TOUTO éempatarte CAPPING Kai yap 70 
elpnLevov év TO voue, OTL CT IKATEPATOS | TAS O KpeLaHEVvos err 
Evov, ody ws TOD Deod Katapwpévov TovTOV TOD éaTaUpwpLEvOU, 
nuty Tovot thy érrida éexxkpewapévnv amd TOV atavpwbhévTos 
Xpiorod (“ Dial. cum Tryph.,” $$ 94, 95, 96, Op. p. 192. Hagee 
Com., 1742). 


AD DIOGNETUM EPISTOLA. 


Autos Tov tiov vidv amédoto AUTpOV UTép Hu@V, TOV GryLoV 
UTrép AVOLOY, TOV dKakov UTEP TOV KAKOY, Tov SiKaLOV UT Tép TOV 
ASK wD, TOV dplaptov t ump TOV plaptov, Tov aGdvatov UTrép TOY 
Ovnt av Tl yap dAdo 748 auastias nuay HnovvnOn Kahoyar ” 
eK ELVOU Stxaroabvy 5 év Tive SucaroO va Ouvarov TOUS GVOMOUS 
Nas Kab aceBets, uy év LOVve TO Vi@ TOD DeEod; @ TRS YruKelas 
avTanrayh s, o TIS. avebiyviaorov Onuwoupyias, A) TOV aT poo- 
OOKNT WY EVEpYETLOU” iva avopia pev TONY év dixaiw éve KpuBh, 


Suxatocvvy S€ Evds TOAAOVS aVoMOUS Sixaroon ($9 
Op. Just. Mart.,’! p.238. Hagze Com., 1742). 


1 The only known codex, supposed to be of the thirteenth or four- 
teenth century, containing this epistle—-which is said not to be alluded 
to by any ecclesiastical writer—was destroyed in the Franco-German war. 
The doubts which have recently been cast upon it (see Church Quarterly 
Review, April, 1877, and ‘‘ Peregrinus Proteus”) make it very desirable 
’ that some additional evidence should be adduced as to the date of its 
composition. It is no longer regarded generally as the work of Justin 
Martyr. 
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MELITO SARDENSIS. 
Th 


* Hy obv év péow Tpokeipevos Ioaak reTodiopévos OS KP LOS, 
kat "ABpadap wapectas Kal KpaT@v yuuvov To Eidos, ovK aldov- 
pevos povevaat TOV vidv avTov (Melito, Sardensis Episc., 
Frag. J., in Routh’s “ Reliquize Sacree,” vol. 1., p. 123, edit. 1846). 


1 es 


‘Prép “Icadk tod dixaiov épavn KpLos ELS opayny, iva 
deonav Icaadk ven, éxetvos ohayels é LUTPOTATO TOV 
"Ioaak. ottw Kxal 0 Kipius SPAT ED > "“EXOQSEN judas, cai 
deGeis éAvae, cal OTOET'S “EATTPN’SATO (ibid., Frag. IL, 
p. 124). 


CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS. 
I. 


Movov éBactace ta EdXa THs iepoupylas 0 ’JIaaak, ws 0 Kvpios 
TO EvAov? eyéda O€ pvTTLKOS, EuTVANTAL HUaS TPOPNTEvoV Yapas 
Tov Kuvpuov, Tovs aiwate Kuptou é« p0opds NeAUTPwpEéVOUS* OVK 
érabev S€ povov eixoTws dpa o “Icaadx, Ta Tpoteia Tov TaOous 
Tapaywpav To Aoy@ (“ Peedagogus,” lib. i., cap. v., Op. Tom. i., 
pp. 111,112. Edit. Potter). 


II. 


Avtos Soon) av, ov ob érabey, Tabety iOéXANCEV, va TO TADEL 
Enowpev avtov (“Stromat.,” lib. iv., § vi, Op. Tom. 1, p. 583. 
Edit. Potter). 


EI¥: 


"Axkove TOU cwTHpos’ eyo oe aveyévynaa, KaKOS UTO KOTMOU 
mpos Odavatov yeyevnuévov' nrEvOepwoa, tacaunv' eyo cou detEw 
Ocod matpos ayabod mpdcwrTov .. . . UTép-cov Tpds TOV Oava- 
TOV Sunyovir deny Kal TOV cov éférioa Oavatov, Ov odeEetrEs 
éml Tots ™ POnLapTnMEvOLs Kat TH pos Ocov aniotia (« Quis 


dives salvetur,” § xxii., Op. Tom. 11, p. 948. Edit. Potter), 


IREN.AUS. 
L 


“Verbum potens, et homo verus, sanguine suo rationabiliter 
redimens nos, redemptionem semetipsum dedit pro his, qui in 
captivitatem ducti sunt. Et quoniam injuste dominabatur 
nobis apostasia; et cum natura essemus Dei omnipotentis, 
alienavit nos contra naturam, suos proprios faciens discipulos ; 
potens in omnibus Dei Verbum, et non deficiens in sua Justitia, 
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juste etiam adversus ipsam conversus est apostasiam, ea que 
sunt sua redimens ab ea; non cum vi, quemadmodum illa 
initio dominabatur nostri, ea qué non erant sua insatiabiliter 
rapiens; sed secundum suadelam, quemadmodum decebat Deum 
suadentem, et non vim inferentem, accipere que vellet; ut 
neque quod est justum confringeretwr, neque antiqua ae 
matio Dei deperiret” (“Contra Her.,” lib. v., cap. i., $i., O 

p. 292, edit. Ben. ; c. 1121, edit. Migne). 


IT. 


To (die aipare AuTp@TAMEVOU LAS Tod Kupiov, Ka 6ovros 
THY apuyiy t rep TOV TET Epov ux ev, Kal THY GapKa THY EavTOd 
avTt TOV Huetépwv capxov (“ Adv. Heer.,” lib. v., cap. le, Side 
Op. p. 292, edit. Ben. ; c. 1121, edit. Migne). | 


"WARD 


“Non aliena in dolo deripiens, sed sua propria juste et 
benigne assumens; quantum attinet quidem ad apostasiam, 
ie SUO sanguine redimens nos ab ea; quantum autem ad. 

qui redempti sumus, benigne. Nihil enim illi ante dedi- 
ae neque desiderat aliquid a nobis, quasi indigens; nos autem 
indigemus ejus, qua est ad eum, communionis; et propterea 
benigne effudit semetipswm, ut nos coliigeret im simum 
Patris” (SOontral beers?) Wb wip Cape tas 00k, poe 20o,edses 
Ben. ; c. 1124, edit. Migne). 


IV. 


“Habuit ergo et ipse carnem et sanguinem; non alteram 
quamdem, sed illam principalem Patris plasmationem in se 
recapitulans, exquirens id quod perierat.” [Then, quoting Col. 1. 
21, 22:] “In corpore, ait, reconciliati carnis gus; hoe 
quoniam justa caro reconciliavit eam carnem, que in peccato 
detinebatur, et in amicitiam adduxit Deo. ... Si autem ex 
altera substantia carnem attulit Dominus, jam non illud recon- 
ciliatum est Deo, quod per transgressionem factum fuerat 
inimicum. Nunc autem per eam, que est ad se, communica- 
tionem, reconciliavit Dominus hominem Deo Patri ; recon- 
cilians nos sibt per COrpUs carnis suc, eb saaguine suo redi- 
mens nos” (“Contra Her.,” lib. v., cap. xiv., §§ 2, 3, Op. 
p. 310, edit. Ben.; c. 1162, edit. Miene). 


Vi. 


"By bev yap TO T POT Ada TposekoWauer, pon Toujs avres 
avtTov THY evto My ev Oé Tw deutépw "Adap amoKaTnhrdyn Lev, 
UTNKCOL HEXpt Oavarov r/EV0 [LEV 06. Ovsé yao a\XA@ Tul Teen 
OpetA€Tal, GAN } exelv@, ov Kab THV EVTOAND mapeBnuev am apyns 


\ 
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(“ Contra Heer.,” lib. v., cap. xvi., § 3, Op. p. 318, edit. Ben. ; 
c. 1168, edit. Migne). 


VI. 


“Quomodo homo compassus est nobis, tamquam Deus mise- 
reatur nostri, et remittat nobis debita nostra, que factori nostro 
debemus Deo. Et propter hoc David preedixit: ‘ Beati quorum 
remissz sunt iniquitates, et quorum tecta sunt peccata. Beatus 
homo, cui non imputavit Dominus peccatum,’ eam, que per 
adventum ejus est, remissionem premonstrans, per quam 
‘delevit chirographum’ debiti nostri, et ‘affixit illud Cruci’ 
uti quemadmodum per lignum facti sumus debitores Deo, per 
lenum accipiamus nostri debite vemissionem” (ibid., cap. 
Xvi, § 3, p. 314, edit. Ben.; c. 1170, edit. Migne). 


Val: 


“Hywcev ovD, Kabors Tpoépaper, TOV avOpwmov TO Oo. Ey 
yap £1 avOparras € eviKNOEV TOV dvr imadov Tob avOpwrou, OvK dy 
dixaiws évixyuOn o éyOpos’ madww Te, eb 47) 0 Ocos eSwmpHoato TiIPV 
awTnptav, ovK dv BeBalws Exxouwev avtyjy (Irenzeus, in Theodoret. 
Dial it. “imcontusus;” Op. Tom, iv., p.) 128.)< Edit. Schulze: 
Hale, 1772; in Op. Iren., p. 210, edit. Ben.; c. 937, edit. Migne), 


VIII. 


“Captivus ductus est juste is, qui hominem injuste captivum 
duxerat ; qui autem ante captivus ductus fuerat homo, extractus 
est a possessoris potestate secundum misericordiam Dei Patris” 
(“Contra Heer.,” lib. v., cap. xxi, § 3, Op., p. 319, edit. Ben.; 
ce. 1182, edit. Migne), 


TERTULLIAN. 
if 


“Quale, oro te, sertum pro utroque sexu subiit? Ex spinis, 
opinor, et tribulis, in figuram delictorum, que nobis protulit 
terra carnis, abstulit autem virtus Crucis, omnem aculeum 
mortis in Dominici capitis tolerantia obtundens” (‘‘ De Corona,” 
c. xiv., Op., p. 109. Hdit. Rigaltius). 


Il. 


“Tu [Eva] imaginem Dei, hominem, tam facile elisisti. 
Propter tuum meritum, id est, mortem, etiam filius Dei mori 
habuit ” (“De Cultu Feminarum,” § 1, Op., p. 150). 


Ae 


_ “Vere pati phantasma non potuit. ... Totum Christiani 
nominis et pondus et fructus, mors Christi negatur, quam tam 
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impresse Apostolus demandat, utique:veram, summum eam 
fundamentum Evangelii constituens, et salutis nostree, et pre- 
dicationis sue” (“ Adv. Marcionem,” lib. iii, c. viii., Op., 
p. 401). 

IV. 


“Ut autem redimas hominem tuum nummis, quem sanguine 
suo redemit Christus, quam indignuim Deo et dispositione ejus, 
qui filio suo non pepercit pro te, ut fieret maledictwm pro 
nobis ; quia maledictus qui pependerit in ligno; qui tanquam 
ovis ad victimam ductus est .... et inter iniquos deputatus 
est, et traditus est in mortem, mortem autem Crucis. Totum 
hoc, ut nos a peccatis lucraretur. Sol cessit diem emptionis 
nostre. Apud inferos emancipatio nostra est, et stipulatio 
nostra in ceelis. Sublevate sunt portze sempiterne, ut introiret 
rex gloriz, Dominus virtutum, hominem de terris, immo de 
inferis, mercatus in celos. Quis est nunc qui adversus illum 
reluctatur, immo depreciat, et mercedem ejus tam magno com- 
paratam, preciosissimo scilicet sanguine, commaculat?... Et 
Dominus quidem illum redemit, ab angelis munditenentibus 
potestatibus, a spiritualibus nequitiz, a tenebris hujus evi, a 
judicio eterno, a morte perpetua. Tu autem pro eo pacisceris 
cum delatore, vel milite, vel furunculo aliquo preeside, sub 
tunica et sinu (quod aiunt), ut furtivo, quem coram toto mundo 
Christus emit, immo et manumisit” (“De Fuga in Persecu- 
tione,” § 12, Op., p. 541). 

VV. 


“(Quis alienam mortem sua solvit, nisi solus Dei filius? ‘Nam 
et in ipsa passione liberavit latronem. Ad hoc enim venerat, 
ut ipse a delicto purus, et omnia sanctus pro peccatoribus 
obiret ’’ (“ De Pudicitia,’ § 22, Op., p. 575). 


ORIGEN. 
ile 
Ov wpo Tov tabety éEnyopacev uas EK THS KATapAS TOD VOmoY, 


id >) cr an e \ ’ / / ¢ \ ¢ A , 
0 ev T@® Tabety UTEP avOp@rwy yEvomevos vITép NUOVY KaTapa 


(Com., Tom. 1., in Matt., p. 244. Edit. Huet. Colon., 1685). 
Il. 


Tas auaptias nuav pe, Kai Tas acBeveas, dre Svvapmevos Ta- 
cav THY OAOV TOD KOTMOU AwapTiay Els EavTOV avaraBav 
AVoal, Kat eEavad@oar, Kal éEapavicoat .... Kata TodvTo bé 
oivar Kab TOV Iladrov elpnKéva OUTS TOV [Ln yovra dpaptiay 
vmép av dpaptiav erroinaev + + TO undev avrov papTynKoTa 
TAS TWAaVT@OV ApapTias dvewrnbévat (Com., Tom, i, in 


Joh., p. 363. Edit. Huet. Colon., 1685). 
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Ti; 

Movov ‘Inoob TO TAVTOV THS apaptias puptiov €v TO vmep 
TOV GAWD xopis Ocov oTAUp@ avaraBeiv els EavT OD, Kal 
Baoracat Th peyany auTov boxe SeOuvyNUevoU ».. » Kal ovTOS 
Ye Tas dpapTias 1{L@V édaBe, Kab Heparaniorar bua Tas dvopias 
NUOV, Kal 7) opevbowervn neiy Els 70 matoevOnvar Kal elpnuny 
dvanaBeiy KoNaGLS ém avTov yeyévntas (Com., Tom. li., in 


Joh., p. 364, edit. Huet. Colon., 1785), 


lv. 

Kis LOVOS SedvynTac Ocdvau avTahday wa THS amordupévns 
T pore pov spuyns nuov, 0 OvNTaWEVOS NUAS TO EAVTOU TLLiO 
aiwate (“Exhor. ad Martyrium,’ § 12, Op. Tom. 1 Ch USO) 
edit. Migne; p. 282, edit. Ben.). 


v. 

“ Justitia Dei per fidem Jesu Christi ad omnes perveniens 
qui credunt, sive Judei sint, sive Greeci, purgatos eos a priori- 
bus sceleribus justificat, et capaces facit glorize Dei; et hoc non 
ex meritis eorum, nec pro operibus facit, sed gratis gloriam 
credentibus preestat. Per redemptionem, inquit, que est in 
Christo Jesu. Videamus attentius quid sibi velit redemptio 
quee est in Christo Jesu. Redemptio dicitur id quod datur 
hostibus pro his quos in captivitate detinent, ut eos restituant 
pristinee libertati. Detinebatur ergo apud hostes humani 
generis captivitas peccato tanquam bello superata; venit Filius 
Dei, qui factus est nobis, non solum sapientia a Deo, et justitia, 
et sanctificatio, sed et redemptio, et semetipsum hostibus tra- 
didit, ac sitientibus eis suum sanguinem fudit; et hee est 
credentibus facta redemptio” (“Com. in Ep. ad Rom.,” lib. ii., 
Op. Tom. iv., c. 945, edit. Migne; p. 513 of ed. Ben.). 


Vik 


“Cum multa nos et admiranda docuisset sanctus Apostolus 
de Domino nostro Jesu Christo, que per mysterium de eo 
dicuntur, hoc in loco (Rom. ii. 25, 26) eminentius aliquid 
protulit, quod non facile in aliis Scripturee locis arbitror in- 
veniri, Nam cum superius dixisset, quod pro omni genere 
humano redemptionem semetipsum dedisset, ut eos qui in 
peccatorum captivitate tenebantur redimeret, dum sine Deo 
pro omnibus mortem gustat, nunc addit al liquid sublimius, et 
dicit, quia proposuit eum Deus propitiatioaem per fidem in 
sanguine Ipsius; quo scilicet per hostiam sui corporis propi- 
tiwm hominibus faceret Deum, et per hoc ostenderet justitiam 
suam, dum eis remitteret precedentia delicta quee pessimis 
tyrranis serviendo contraxerant eo tempore quo sustinebat et 
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patiebatur Deus hoc fierl. Sed ad hoc patiebatur, ut post hee, 
id est in hoc tempore ostenderet justitiam suam. In consum- 
matione enim szculi, in novissimo tempore manifestavit Deus 
justitiam suam, et redemptionem dedit eum quem propitia- 
torem fecit; ne forte si prius propitiatorem misisset, non tam 
multos humani generis repropitiasset Deo, quam in his tempori- 
bus quibus jam mundus repletus videtur hominibus. DEus 
ENIM-JUSTUS EST, ET JUSTUS JUSTIFICARE NON POTERAT INJUSTOS ; 
ideo interventum voluit esse propitiatoris, ut per ejus fidem 
justificarentur qui per opera propria ‘justificari non poterant ”’ 


(“Com. in Ep. ad Rom.,” lib, ii1., Op. Tom. iv., ¢. 946, edit. 
Migne; p. 513 of edit. Ben,). 


CYPRIAN. 


LB 


“ Neque ad fustes Christianum corpus expavit, cujus est spes 
omnis in igno. Redemptus lgno ad vitam eternam hgno pro- 
vectus est ad coronam” (Ep. lxxvi., § 2, Op. ¢. 328. Hdit. 
Baluzius. Venet., 1728). 


AEE 


-“Veniam peccatis que in ipsum commissa sunt solus potest 
‘ille largiri qui peccata nostra portavit, qui pro nobis doluit, 


quem Deus tradidit pro peccatis nostris” (“De Lapsis,” Op., 
Gis (eye i 


itt. 


“Hance gratiam ‘[credenti indulgentia salutaris, etc.] Christus 
impertit, hoc munus misericordiz sue tribuit subigendo mortem 
tropreo Crucis, redimendo credentem .pretio sanguinis sui, recon- 
ciliando hominem Deo patri, vivicando mortalem regeneratione 
celesti” (“ Liber ad Demetrianum,”’ sub fin., Op., c. 442). 


Ly. 


“ Humiliavit se, ut populum qui prius jacebat erigeret. Vul- 
neratus est, ut vulnera nostra curaret. Servit, ut ad libertatem 
servientes extraheret. Mori sustinuit, ut immortalitatem mor- 
talibus exhiberet” (‘‘ Liber de Opere et Eleemosynis,” Op., 
ce. 475). 


Vv. 


“Causam mortis in te (Christe) non esse Pilatus ipse pre- 
dixerat, et Caiaphas mortem tuam pro inimico populo satis- 
facturam, cum esset anni illus pontifex, prophetaverat. Tu de 
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morte non agis, de opprobriis non contendis; sed hoc vis in- 
telligi, quee sit causa mortis, quis questus; ut utraque re cog- 
nita, peccatum appareat et oratia; et quanti ponderis sit utrum- 
que, rerum probet effectus; cum originali morte nullum nisi in 
Christi morte potuerit esse remedium; nec reconciliare Deo 
potuerit exsules et damnatos queelibet oblatio, nisi sanguinis 
hujus singulare sacrificium”! (“ De Pass. Christi,” in Cypriani 
Oe €.. CX11.); 


Vi. 


“Iva b€é waOns ote rHyvy gots XpnoTOTHTOS, 0 Oeos TavTwv ov 
Kal dnutoupyos, avOpwrros yéyove dv Huds, Kal brep nuav KaTedé- 
Eato Oavetv, va iets Oavdtov duapTidv UTEepdva yevomueba dv’ 
avtov. Kalo mavtoxpadtwp Oeds Katnr\rAayn jytv, Kal édrrida 
Cons atwviou éyew nuads maperxevace (“ Confessio 8. Cypriani,” 
MO paC yy. ¢. cOxcv.).? 


ARCHELAUS. 


i 


“Ex hoc intuere quemadmodum confirmat legem, non solum 
non solvens eam, sed implens. Redemit ergo eos ab eo quod 
in presenti positum erat, maledicto Legis, ex quo ‘maledictum 
Legis’ appellatum est” (“ Disputatio cum Manete,” ch. xxxi., 
in Op. Dionys. Alex. Paris, 1842). 


II. 


“Pro nobis peccatum factus est, nostira peccata suscipiens ” 
(abid., ch. 1, p. 223). 


LACTANTIUS. 
is 


“ Vitam nobis acquisivit morte superata. . Nulla igitur spes 
alia consequende immortalitatis homini datur, nisi crediderit 
in Eum. . . . Moses, et iidem ipsi prophete legem, que Judzis 
data erat, testamentum vocant; quia nisi testator mortwus 
fuerit, nec confirmari testamentum potest, nec sciri quid in eo 
scriptum sit. . . . Itaque nisi Christum mortem suscepisset : 
aperiri testamentum, id est, revelari, et intelligi mysterium 


1 These last two quotations have passed in error under the name of 
Cyprian, 

2 Whatever may be the history of this ‘‘ Confession,” it is probably to 
be dated before the time of Gregory Nazianzen. See Cave’s “ Historia 
Literaria,’ p. 65, and ‘Vita Santi Cypriani,” in Baluze’s edition, 
C, XC1X., sqq. 
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Dei non potuisset. . . . Diversa [testamenta] non sunt; quia 
novum veteris adimpletio est, et in utroque idem testator est 
Christus; qui pro nobis morte susceptd, nos heredes regni 
eterni fecit” (“ De Vera Sapientia,” Lib. iv., § 20, Op., pp. 419, 
420, edit. Galleus. Luegd. Batav., 1660). 


JOE 


“Sustinuit ergo cruciatus, et verbera, et spinas. Postremo 
etiam mortem suscipere non recusavit; ut homo illo duce 
subactam, et cathenatam mortem cum suis terroribus trium- 


pharet ” (zbid., § 26, p. 436). 


III. 


“Cum Aigyptiorum primogeniti una nocte interissent ; 
Hebreei soli, signo sanguinis, tuti fuerunt; non quia cruor 
pecudis tantam in se vim gerebat, ut hominibus saluti esset ; 
sed imago fuerat rerum futurarum. Nam agnus candidus, sine 
macula, Christus fuit, id est innocens, et justus, et sanctus, qui 
ab lisdem Judeis immolatus, salute est omnibus, qui signum 
sanguinis, id est crucis, que sanguinem fudit, in sud fronte 
conscripserint ” (zbid., § 26, p. 488). 


EUSEBIUS PAMPHILUS. 


A 


Téyovev ody 0 duvos Tod Ocovd Kal dpaptia Kal KaTadpa’ apap- 
Tla ev, UTEP TOV ALapTwoArAMVY TOD KoOcmov* KaTapa Oé UTEP TOV 
EUMEVOVT@Y TAGL TOlS eyyeypappmévols ev TO Macéws vouw. Avo 
pow 0 ArdarTonos, Xpioros. Hmas eEnyopac ev ek THS Karapas 
Tod vojov, yevopevos UT Ep Mov Kat apa, Kal TOV Ma yvovTa 
apaptiav, ump nev ayuaptiav éroinoe. Ti yep ovK &werr€ 
yivecOat TO 70d KO pov Kabdpovov, 70 TOV dwapToray 
a Timuxon, 0 67 Kal ws mpoBarov emt opayny xOn, Kab @S 
a pviov ayouevov Tod OvecOa, radtTa Te TavTa UTEep Hua KaL OL 
nas ; (“ Demonstratio Evang.,” Lib Sie CaperX..AD.o7 o eet ae, 
1628). 


i. 


Pobre emuyparyas. Tas TAVTOV TOV duaptias, Kat Ty 
KaTapav Ye. avT@, THV ev TO Macéws VOLO T POC TET ULM LEVY 
mepiarpas, ore Si) Macéws avewrévtos* Ericarapartos mas O 
Kpewaevos él EvNov: TovTO memovbev autos éu mpas ryevopevos 
vTép Teo Kar apa: Kab on Kal dpaptiay auton ov meas ToUoas. 
‘Erret TOV ay yvovra awa priay, omep MOV dpaprtiav eroinge, 
TATAS TEAUTO SL Huds TAS HulY eTNPTHMEVAS TLLMpLAS 


émulels (ibid., p. 38). 
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III. 


Katanrérourev otv avtov o io xpos avTod, Oehnoas avrov 
HEXpL Gavatov, Kat Gavarou oTavpov KaTenUetp, Ka TOD KOoMou 
TAVTOS NUT pov Kab avtixpuxov arrodex Ojvat, Kal Ka0apotov 
yeveo Gat THs TOD els avTov TUT TEVTOVTOY Cons. chs . Exyévero 
TE O mohudryLos Kal evhoynTos, Umep HUBV KATaPA, Kal oO p17) yous 
dpaptiay, apaptia, iva myets syevoueba Suxavocuyn Ocov ev 
avuT@* Kal étt mp0s TOUTOLS Tas Ter epas apaptias avawakdwevos 
goravpodn, 2 0 exeny NUAS TOUS mplv aceBets trabety, es, y 
DOV Kab avTihUT pov yeyevnuévos (“ Demonstratio Evang. 


Lib. x., Psal. xxi, p. 495. Paris, 1628). 


BY: 


Tas mpmetépas Koworrores ets éavTov apaptias' S10 NédEK- 
Tat, Kal Képwos Taped Kev avrov Tals dpapriaus Hey: Kal, 
avros dpaptias Tpev Péper. ryeyove yoov Umep LV Katdpa 0 
apvos Tod Oeod 0 alpwy THY dpaprtlay TOD KOo Lou" év Kal pa) 
yvovta dpaprlay 0 @eds uTep HULOY AbapTiav eroineey, aVT i- 
Yuxov UTép TAaVTwODV MOY T POE LEVOS avroy, iva nyeets 
yevouela Sixarccvvn Oeod ev avTo. GNX ézrel ka ev omovomare 
TAPKOS AuapTias yevouevos KaTEéKpLVE THY aATrapTiay év TH TapKl, 
ELKOTWS TpopépeTar TA exkeiueva, STL Se TAS HmEeTEPAaS Apmap- 
Tlas ¢EotKEeLovpmeEvos, Sia THY TpOS HuaS Ayan Kal dtrav- 
Opwrlav, tadta dynow, é&fs vroxataBas év av’T@ TO Warum 
errihépet, A€ywv, euov Sé dua THY aKkaKkiav avTehaBov, capas TO 
aTepoKakov Tod auvod Tod Oeod mapiotds. Tas Oe TAS 
NmwETEP as Gmaptias eEotKelovTal; Kal TAS pépeEty NEYETAL 
TAS avomwias HuUaV, 1) KAP 6 TauLa avTOD Eivat NEeyomela ; KaTAa 
TOV ama TONOD onoarta, upeis dé éore cama Xpiorod, Kat Hern 
ex Hépous: Kat Kal’ 6 macyovtos évos pédous, TULTATXEL mavra 
Ta BEN, oro TOV TONAQV LENG TATXOVT OY Kal GwapTaVvovTor, 
Kab AUTOS Kara TOUS THs cupTravetas NOryous* eres Ep evdounae 
Oéod Adyos wv, moponv Sovhov haBetv, Kal TO KOW@ T avr ey 
pov cunvapate cuvapbivar, Tous TOV TAT XOVTOY ehOv TOVOUS 
els. éavTov dvahapBaver, Kal Tas TpeT Epas vorous iSvorrovetrat, 
Kab TAT OY [Lov Umepamyel Kab UmepTroveEl Kara Tods THs pidrav- 
Powtrias VOpLOUS. ov povov o€ TAaDTA mpagas 0 cpvos TOU Ocod, 
ara Kal Umep 7a v Kohaa Gels Kab TLMOpiav UTOTX OY, 
HV AUTOS peV OVK Operher, ann myers TOU mous eveKEY TOV 
TET [LEAN MEVOY, npiv altvos THS TOV AwapTnMaT ov Apecews 
Kareorn, ate TOV omép Tpev _avade§d Lev0s Cavarov, poacruyas 
te kal UBpels Kal ar ipuias 7 pee emoperhopevas els €auTov 
petabets Kal THV yet TPOTTETLUNLEVNY KaTapav ep 
eauT ov ENKUTAS, yevouEvos U7Tép Tpov Kara pa Kab Th yap 

dro ) avtipvvxov; dio dnolv e& yuetépou Tpotwrrov TO 
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hoyion, TO LOOT avrod pets: idOnwev, Kal Kupws TapedwKev 
auTov Tals cpapriats NEO @OTE ELKOTWS EVOVY EAUTOV mpi, 
npas TE AUTO, Kal TA nperEpa may (StorroLovpevos dynow, Hye 
cima, Kipie een ov He, lacat THY ruyny pov, OTL NMapTOV ToL. 
opdvras dé el OT OS TOUS émiBovhevovtas ov juovov avOparrous 
aNra Kal doparous Supdpes THY vmepBadroveay 6 ioxoy avTOU 
THs Octas Tpoonyopias Kal TOU ovomaTos, Ov OD pLKpOV Uarepov 
Xproriavev Thy Taoav Karem yoev oiKoupevny, oBécew avTny 
oiwat vmevdnpévat, eb Ta mpos Odvatov émiBovrevoatey avT@ 


(“ Demonstratio Evang.,” Lib. x., Psal. xl., pp. 466-468. Paris, 
1628). 


We 


To péya Kat Tiptov AUVTpOV Lovdaiwy omod Kai ‘EXXhvav, TO 
‘708 TAvTOs KOo [Lov kabapovor, TAVT OV avOparrov avrinpuxov, 
TO TaoNS KHALOOS Kal awapTias xa0apov lepelov, 0 apvos TOU 
Ocod (“ Demonstratio Evangel.,” Lib.i., cap. 10, p. 37. Paris, 
1628), 


ATHANASIUS 


I. 


"[d@v TO NoytKov ATrONNU[LEVOV yévos, Kal Tov OdvaToy Kat 
avtav Bacirevovta TH pbopa’ opay dé Kal THY cmeuhny THiS 
mapapacews Svaxpatovoar Thy Kal? 7 Lev p0opay * Kal OTL AT O- 
TOV apy ™ po TOD TANnpwOhvat TO'N NO'MON dvejvat 

5 opav dé Kal TO UTEevOuVOY T av Tov TOV avOpamav 
Tpos TOV Oavarov ... . AapBaver éavT® cTHpa, Kal TOTO OVK 
GXNOT pLov TOD “jperépou .... odT@s amo TOY 7 [LeT Epov TO 
dpmotov NaBov, Ova TO TavTAS vmevOvvous civat TH TOD YavaTou 
bOopa, ANTT IIA’ NTQN avtTo OavaTo mapadidovs, 'Tpoa- 
NYE TO )Tarpi, Kal TOUTO pravbparas MOLY, (Va@s bev TAVT OV 
imobav dy Tov ev avuT@, AVOH oO KaTa THs p0opas Tov av- 
Cpwrov VOWS, ate on Try pobebons THS é€ovaias ey TO 
KUPLAK@® COMATL, Kal PNK ETE YO pav EXOVTOS KaTa TOV 
0ot@v avOparrav os dé eis plopay avaoTpeypavTas TOUS 
avOpomous may eis THY apbapo tap emiotpeyy Kal Cwomoinon 
TOUTOUS amo TOD Oavarou, Th TOD TOMATOS ivorTroina ci, Kal TH 
TAS. dvao Tac ews Xa pert, Tov OdvaTov am avToaY @S Kadapny 
amo mupos é€adpavifwv (“De Incarn. Verb. D.,” § 8, Op. 
Tom. 1; Par. 1, p. 43, edit. Ben. - Patav., 17777). 


ii, 


Svuvid@v yap O ovyos, bru dArws ovK av Avoein TOV avOperrov 
) pOopa, ef pi) dia TOD mMavTws arrobavely: ovK oiov Te bE Hy 
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Tov Aoyov atrobaveiy adavatov dvta Kat tod IIatpos viov: 
TOUTOU évekev TO SuVdpuevov aTroVavety EavT@® NapBaver cOma, 
iva TovTo TOD éml TAVT OV hoyou peTahaBor, “ANTD 
IIA'NTON tKAVOV YEVNTAL T@ Javary, Kab Oud TOV evol- 
KNTAVTA hoyon, apGaptov Scapetvy, Kat Rowdy amr TavT ov n 
Plopa Tavanrat TH THS dvacTaceos Xapure o0ev ws iepetov 
Kal Ovpua TAVTOS éredOepov omihou, 0 AUTOS EAUTO éhaPBe Toma 
T Poa dry ov ets Odvatov, ard Tavtav evOds TOV Omotay 
npavite TOV Oavatov TH TpoTpopa Tov KATANMHNOV. uUTep 
TayTas yap @Vv oO Aoyos TOU Ocod, ELKOT@S TOV EAUTOD VadV aki 
TO OWMATLKOV dpyavov Mpooayouv "ANT I'¥T XON ae 


TAVTOV, ewANpov TO OpEelrdduevoyv év TH Oavatm (ibid., ¥ Y 


p. 44). 


IIL. 


Taparadonrer yap adv TO TOV avOporoy ryévos, et Bn O 
TaVvT@OV deaTOTHS Kal TwTP Oeod vids Tapeyeyoves pos TO TOD 
Gavarou TéXos (abid.). 


IV. 


’"Emewdn dé Kal TO aperhopevov Tapa TAavTwVv €dEl OLTOV 
am oboFhvas’ apethero yap TavTas, os mpoeimon, amobaveiv, be 
0 paddLcTa Kal erred nj eV" TOUTOV EVEKEV [LETH TAS mepl THS 
OeornTos avroo éx TOV Epywr atrodeiEets, On owmov Ka UmEp 
mavtwv tiv Ovoiav avédepev, "ANTI ITA'NTQN tov éavtod 
vaov €ls Gavatov Tapas.0ovs, (va TOUS [Lev mayTas GVUTrEv- 


Ouvous Kat édevGépous THs apxaias trapaBdacews romon (vbid., 
S205: 51); 


¥. 


SvvéBawwev audbotepa |[coua... Ovntov ara Oia Tov evoukn- 
cavta ToD Oeod Aoryor, éxtos éyivero POopas| év TaVT@O yevéoOar 
mapadofws: OTe Te OLLA'NTQN OA'NATO® ev ro Kupianed 
cMpatt éwANPOVTO, Kal Oo Oadvatos Kal 2 pOopa Sua TOV 
OUVOVTA hovyou eEn havi lero. davatov yap ay xpela, Kal 
Gavartov UT ep TAVT OV EOeL yevio Oat, iva TO mapa 
TAVT ONY oh erhomevov yévntar 60ev, ws TM poeimov, 0 OOS, 
emel ovX otov Te mv avTov amolavety* aOdvaros yap jv: édaBev 
EAUT@: TOMA 70 Ouvd jevov anoGavely, iva os idvov ANT 
ITA'NTQN auro Tpoceveykn, Kab @S aUuToOS UTEP 7 aVTOV 
Tadcxov, Sia THY Tpcs avTo émiBacw, KaTapynon TOV TO 
Kpatos éxyovta Tod Oavatov, Toutéate Tov didBorov (ibid., § 20, 


p. 52). 
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WT: 


Qs Oe OPELAOVTOS yever Oar tov Oavartou, ouxX eauT@, GAXa 


2 


map étépwv éhauBave THY Tpodacw Tov TEhELHaat Thv Ouoiav 


(ibid., § 21, p. 53). 


VII. 


Ov TOV eauTod Oavaron, GNA TOV TOv avbparrav 7rOe TEAELO- 
cat o TwrNp* d0ev ovK wie Cavare ovK elye yap Sw1 wv: ameri- 
Geto TO oO pa ANNA TOV Tapa TOV avlpomav edéyeto, va 
Kal ToDToV év TO éavTOD cHuaTL TpoceAOovta Tédeov eEahavioy 


(ebid., § 22, p. 58). 
VIII. 


‘O KUPLOS Kal TOTP Tov 0 Xpiotos, ovy EavT@ Oavarov 
eTEVvOEL TO TOpLATL, iva pn os Erepov SeLAL@V gary’ GXAG TOV 
map’ eTEp@V, Kal padora TOV Tapa TOV ex Oper, ov evo mCov 
elvat Oewvov éKEtvot Kal aTULoV Kat pevETOV, tobrov avuTos éy 
oTaup@ dex omevos HVELXETO. wa Kal TOUTOU KaTarvOEvTos, 
autos ev ov % Con mistevOn, Tov Sé Oavdtov TO Kpatos TédEOV 


katapynor (ibid., § 24, p. 54). 


xe 
Ei yap TY Kad’ Heo yevoperny Kav apav mrGev autos ao 
Taoal, Tas av addAws éyéveTo Kat apa, Et wn TOV emi KAT apa 
yevosevov Oavatov édéEato; gate O€ oUTOS, oO oT AaUOS. 
oUTM yap Kal yéypamTat* émiKaTadpatos oO Kpe“amevos ert EdVdov. 
"Eret, &¢ 0 Oavatos Tov Kupiov XUTpOV éotl TavT@D, K.T.r. 


(ibid., § 25, p. 5d). 


x 

‘Préueve ov Huas ws avOpwmos ev TH éavTod capKl Tov 
Gavatov, tv OUT ws éauTov UTED TLav da Tov Oavatou 
™ po ev eyen TO TATpL* Sia TOUTO Kab ws avOpmtros ov’ meas Kal 
UTEp HOV Néyerat iTepupova ba, iv wotrep TO OavatTo avTod 
TAVTES Hpwets amebavopev éy Xptoto, oUTws év avTa TH 
Xprote may NILELS omEpypoda ev ae vmepuacey avon, 
Ovx iva avTtos urwOn: oypraros yap coTW* ANN’ tva avTos fev 
omep 7) fe OY OLKALOTUVY YEVNTAL, Hyuets o€ DY wba per év 
avTO .... €b OE Sucacocuvn € éotiv 0 vies ovK dpa avros ECT WS 
évdens Yo LEVOS, GXN He ets éapev of dy TH StkKaLocvyy 
irvrovpmevot, Hrs éotly avtos (Orat. 1, “ Contra Arianos,” § 41, 
a Tom. 1, Par. 1, pp. 351, 352. Edit, a Rua 177%), 


1 Here should be specially observed the relation of the death of the 
sacrificial victim to the sentence of death upon man, Compare the next 
quotation, and also quotations No. xx. and xxv. 
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XI. 


AovrXrou poppy édaBev, évdutauevos THY dovrAwOeic av oapKa, 
TH dmaprig mene TiLOc TodTO eorw H TOV ev Hopi) Oeod v uTrap- 
Xovra, Kal evyevods TAT pos vloy, TATEVOTAL éauTov Kal SovAov 
av? MOY Kal omép 7) OV ryeveo Pa ; él yap 1) avOpwomos 
0 Kipios éyeyover, odk av nucts aro amaptiav NUOpwbEerTes ex 
vexpov avéotnucy (Orat. i. “ Contra Arianos,” § 43, Op. Tom. 1, 
Par. 1, p. 353, edit. Ben. Patav., 1777). 


XII. 


Ei o Aoyos yéyove aapé, avayKn @s Tepl avOpwmov Néyer Oar 
avtov Ty Te avdaTacl Kal THY Dpoow iv’ o pev Oavatos 
Neyomevos avToD AUTPOV 4H THS TOV avOpwTTOY awapTias Kat 
Katapynos ToD Oavartov (ibid., § 45, p. 354). 


XIII, 


> N bp] / C/ gt > Ul XN \ by \ > / 
Avtos atootédXeTal, iva 0 avTos Te BY Kal avTos Siamévor, 
\ a 
THY TpEeTTHY KapKa AABOV, THY WeV GuapTiav év AUTH KATA- 
ie x if 
Kplvn, érevOepav 6é avTny KatTazKEvadon Els TO OUVATIaL NoOLTTOV 
Ui na id a b) 5) A oye ~ 
TO Otkalwpa TOU Vomov TAypooV ev avTH (ibid., § 51, p. 359). 


XIV. 


To Aeyouevon, yeyovev éyyvos, TV omrep Hu@V eyyonv THV map’ 
avrod YEVOMEVNY ONMALVEL » «+ +» YV@oL ob perovercobures res ets 
THY Ths diaOnKns Svaxoviav 76 yevéo Oat Kal vov hoyiveras, Kad ay 
O Tore Bacirevov Oavatos KarapynOn: Kal yap Kal KaTa TOUTO 
Kpelt Tov 9 O¢ avtod Svaxovia yeyoven, 6TL Kal TO advvarov Tob 
vowou....0 Dedos KaTEKpPLVE THY AwapTLay, &v TH TapKt, eK- 
OTHTAS AT AVTHSTO TWAaPanT@ma, & SiaTrAaVTOS HYUANWTLCETO, 


wate pun d€xecOae Tov Getov voor (ibid, § 60, p. 366). 
BY. 


Tore per yap OS UmevOuvos o 0 KOG Los expiveTo vmod TOU vomou" 
apts oé 0 Aoyos ets EQ@UTOV ed€EaTo TO Kpima, Kal TO TWOMUATL 
Twabov uTép TAaVTMY, TwTHplay TOIs TaoLY éxapiaato (ibid , 


§ 60, p. 367). 
XVI. 


“Ore dé HOEAncev 0 Ilatynp bwép Tavtav AUTpA SoOHvat, 
Kal Tact xapicac Bat, TOTE on 0 oyos, @S ‘Aapov TOV TrOOnpN, 
OUTWS AUTOS édaBe Thy a0 vis odpKa .... wa éywv TO Tpoo- 
depopevov avTos, OS apxvuepers, éauTOV Tporeveyny To Ilarpi, 
Kal TO lOi@ aipary TAVTAS pas a7 0 TOV de papTLar 
Ka dapion, Kal aTO TOV vexpov avactnoy (Orat. il. “ Contra 


Arianes, Op. Tomer,’ Par, i, p.3d7o) edit: Ben. Patav.; 1777). 
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XVII. 


ITore apXLepevs Tis oporoyias Hypa yeyoven, 1 OTE ™pooe- 
veyKas éavrov vmep Mean, Hyelpev eK veKp@v TO copa, wank vov 
autos TOUS TposEpKouevous avuT@ TH mioTeL mpoowyer Kab Oe 
péper T® TaTpl, Lut povpevos TAaVTAS, Kab umép TAVTOV 
iAac Kd pevos TH T pos tov Meov;) (“Contra Arian.,” Orat. iL, § 7, 
OVO, duwPaks 1\9p, 310) edit. Ben. Patays laid): 


XVIII. 


‘H tov cwrinpos Oucia adrak yevowsvn tetEehELWKE TO 
Ta, Kal TOT) ryéryove MEevoura bua TAVTOS. Kal ’Aapav 
pev érye TOUS OuadeXouevous, Kal Gros #) KaTa vOMOY Lepareta, 
Xpove Kal Paviires TapnusiBe TOUS Tporepous* o 6é Kupeos 
aTapaBatov Kal aduddextov & EX@v THY lepwovvyY TiaTOS YeyovEV 


apxlepeus, Trapapuéeven acl? (ibid., § 9, p. 377). 


XIX. 


Aix tTodto 6 TédELos TOD Oeod AOyos TO aTErEes TeEpLTiOeTAaL 
copa,....wa’ ANO ‘HMQN tiv odetrAnv arod.dovs, ta 
\eimovta TO avOporro dv éavtod Tererwon (ibid., § 66, p. 423 


xX, 

Terres TOV €auToOD viov, Kal yiverat yl0s avipwrov, THY 
xTLO THY CUpKa rAaBov: Ww émrevon TAVTES eloly umevuvor TO 
Javat@, adX0s MV TOV TAVT WD, avzos umep mavTov TO USvov oma 
TO Oavato 7 Tpooeveykn * Kal AovTov, WS TAaVT@V OL aUTOD 
émobavdvtay, 0 ev NOYOS THS dro bdcens m™r<npo On 
TaVTES yap am ébavov év X prot TayTES b€ dv avtov YEVOVT AL 
Aorov éhevVOepor pev amd THs duaptias Kai THS dv avTHS KaTA- 


pas (abid., § 69, p. 425). 


XX], 


Aowrov THs yevérews pov Kal TACNS THS cupKucis aa Gevetias 
perareFevT wv els TOV AOYOD, evyerpoucta a aT 0 vhs, Avdeions THS 
30 dnaptiav KaTapas, Sta TOV eV np ey UTep NuOv yevo- 
pevov kat adpayv (Orat, ill. “ Contra Arian.,’ 8 33;-Op." Tomar 
Par. 1, p. 462). 


XXII. 


Ovy wrrép eavToo Oduvatat, arr umep HOD: Kal OUK AUTOS 
Dare toe vmro ToD Oeov, arn pels, Kal Ov nas TOUS 


1 This extract is mineetane le as heres witness to the point of time 
from which the high-priesthood of Christ is to be dated, See above, p. 73. 
2 Ets quotation has a special value as showing the sense in “hon the 
perpetuity of Christ’s sacrifice is understood. (See above, p. 65.) Its 
bearing on the sense of azapafaroc, in Heb. vil. 24, should also be noted. 
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eyeatarerpbévtas mrapeyéveto eis tev Koapoyv (“ De Incarn., et 
contra Arianos,” § 2, Op. Tom.i., Par. i., p. 697). 


XXIII. 


Kal @orep ovK autos yeryove KaT apa, Grn OTe TY um ép 
MOV avedéEato Kat apay, elpyrat Karapa ryeyouévau" oUTw 
Kal cape yéyover ov Tpatels els oapKa, AXN btL cdpKa CHcav 
uTép nav avédaBe (“ Ad Epictetum Epse 2009, (Op. Luter, 
Par. 11., p. 724). 


XXIV. 
fal > an \ 3 
Has ovv O€de Kev avTov umép MOV, eb 2) oapKa popéoas DY 5; 
TavTny yap Tpoceveykas, éavTov umep 7pav céduxer, | iy év execu) 
tov Odvatov avadeEdpevos, Katapyion TOV TO KpaTos ExovTa TOD 


Gavatou SaB8onrov (“ Ad Adelphium Ep.,” § 6, Op. Tom. 1., Par. 11., 
p. 731). 


XXV. 


Awa rovro xpela yeyove TOU amropnvaevor, iva avtos, 90’ 
EauTov AVON THY éautod anopacw, év Hopi) Tod KaTadicabertos, 
dxatadicdoT@ Kal AVAPLAPTHT opbels, va Kat uy Katahhayy 
TOU Ocod Tpos TOV avOpwmov yévynTtat, Kat 7 éhevOepia 


TOU TayTos avipwrov ov’ avOpwmou uTrap&y (“ Contra Apollua- 
rium,” Lib. i., § 14, Op. Tom. i., Par. 11, p. 749). 


XXVI. 

(On Ps, xxii. 1): alte? tiv érrontelav tHv mapa tov ILargos, 
TO MOY els éauTov petaTidels iva Tavon Thy apayv, Kab 
ép Teas: peTayayn TO poo wa ov tov Il dtpos. Hmets yap eo ev 
Ol yeryovdrTes aTootpopy Kal eyear anrepes dua THY évy’Adap Tapa- 


Bag (Expos i bsaxxi, Op.elom 1, bar, cl,, ps 826). 


XOOVATS 

Ava Tob T0 ouveTrAGKN 0 AOYos TO avOpaT@, Wa 7) KaTapa 
MNKETL lLayvon KaTa TOU avéparrou. dua TOUT yap Kal év 
EBoounKoaT@ TPOT@ aru TOUS agiobyTas pace Tov cov Trept 
TOD avOpwmetov yévous, ‘O Ocds TO Kpiwa cov TO Baorret 60s, 
iva kal 70 Ka?’ nudy Kpipa TOV GavaToy, STEP HY Kal’ Huan, 
Tapaocodyn TM vie, Kal rovTdy avTcs ev avT@ avTo eEahavion, 
arrobavey UTEP HUOY. TOUTO yap on Lalveov Kal avTos Neyey 
eV TO dySonkoore EBSopmep Warpo’?En’ eHE emer tnpixOn 0 o Oupos 
gov. TOV yap Kal 1] LOv Gupov avtTos SOY (“In illud 
Omnia mihi tradita suut,’’ Op. Tom. 1, Par. i., p. 83). 


XXVIII. 


Déeyove oapé, év 7) Kal THY Tpcs Upds aay Oupdrake KaTa 
Tov amdatonov (ibid., p. 84). 


XX The Death of Christ. 


JULIUS FIRMICUS MATERNUS. 


I 


“Ts [Adam] per foeminam, id est, Evam deceptus, Diaboli 
persuasionibus, promisse sibi gloriz perdidit dignitatem. 
Lignum erat in Paradiso, quo promissorum a Deo premiorum 
perdidit gratiam. ... Ex virginis terre limo factus Adam 
preevaricatione propria promissam perdidit vitam. Per virginem 
Mariam ac Spiritum sanctum Christus natus, et immortalitatem 
accepit et regnum. Arbor ligni pestiferum deceptis pabulum 
prebuit; lignum Crucis vitam immortali compage restituit. 
Contempsit Adam, obedivit Deo Christus. Sic divina disposi- 
tione quicquid Adam perdidit Christus invenit. Nam _ post 
multa tempora novissimis temporum spaciis [id est, novissima 
pene seculorum hebdomade] verbum Dei humano se miscuit 
corpor}, ut hominem liberaret, wt mortem vinceret, ut fragili- 
tatem humani corporis cum divina immortalitate conjungeret ” 
(“ De errore prof. Rel.,” pp. 33, 34, edit. Jean.a Wower. Lugd. 
Batav., 1652). 


Ii. 


“ Liberaturus Deus summus ex A’gyptiorum tynanide plebem 
suam, arietem nocte jussit occidi, et sanguine ejus postes liniri 
preecepit. ... Sed hoc ad imaginem futurorum providentia diving 
majestatis invenit, ut per signum, verum Pascha nobis osten- 
deret. Ideo cum de passione Domini nostri divino Spiritu 
jubente Propheta piecanet, ait: Sicut ovis ad victimam ductus 
est, et sicut agnus coram tondente se, sic non aperuit os suum. 
... Pro salute hominum agni istius venerandus sanguis 
effunditur, ut sanctos suos filius Dei profusione preciosi 
sanguinis redimat ; ut qui Christi sanguine liberantur, majes- 
tate prius immortali sanguinis consecrentur” (ibid., pp. 86, 37). 


EUSEBIUS EMISSENUS:! 


“Janitores descendente Christo submurmurant. ... Certe 
mortuus erat, certe victus erat. Illusus est preeliator noster in 
mundo, nescivit quam hic stragem procuraret inferno. Crux 
illa fallens gaudia nostra, partvriens damna nostra. Per liignum 
ditati sumus, per lignum evertimur. Perit potestas illa, semper 
populis formidata” (Hom. i, De Pascha, In “ Bibliotheca 
Maxima,” Tom. vi., p. 638. Lugdun., 1677). 


! The homilies which have passed under this name are probably the 
work of various authors, (See Cave’s “ Historia Literaria,” p. 111.) 


A ppendia. cl 


CYRILLUS HIEROSOLYMITANUS. 


1h 


Ei ®weés (nrdoas, Kal avedwv Tov aicxypoTro.oy, KaTéTAVTE 

an n \ > \ n 3 7 b) \ 3 2 Te: N 
Tov Ocod tHhv opynv: Incovds ovK adAXoY avery, AAX EavToOV 
avTiruTpoyv Tapacods, apa THY Opyny ov AVGEL THY KATA TOV 
avOp@reyv ;} (Cyril Hieros., Cate. xiii, § 2, Op. p. 183, edit. 
Toutée, Paris, 1720). 


FE: 


a / be n € \ 5) / } \ rn t/ 
Téwewe O€ TAVTA 0 ZwTHp, EipnvoTroinoas Ola TOD aipatos 
a n \ a \ n \ \ Ss 
TOU oTavpod Ta év ovpavots Kal Ta él yHsS. €xOpol yap Huev 

fs A \ / 
Ocod 8 duaptias, kal Opicev 0 Ocos Tov awaptavovta amo- 
/ ~ 9S ra A X J \ 
Ovnokev. “Edes otv év éx Tav Sv0 yevécPas* 7 adnGevovtTa Oeov 
/ ip 3 / te N / 
TavtTas avenreww, 7 hiravOpwTrolopevoy Tapadrvaat THY anopacw. 
> L / an / > / \ A > / \ 
arra Breve Ocod codlav. éetnpnoev Kal TH aTodace THY 
b) a \ 
arnGeav, kal tn piravOperia tHy évépyecav. ’AvédaBe Xpiatos 
N / A if / \ lat / 
TAS Guaptias év TO c@maTe éml TO EvAor, iva bia TOV EavaTou 
3 an a a / lal 
avTov Tals amaptiats juets aTroyevopuevol, TH SiKalocvyyn Syow- 


pev” (rbid., Cat. xiii., § 33, Op. p. 199). 


HILARIUS PICTAVENSIS. 


fb 


(In Psa. iii. 12): “Quamquam passio illa non fuerit condi- 
tionis et generis, quia indemutabilem Dei naturam nulla vis 
injuriose perturbationis offenderet : tamen suscepta voluntarie 
est, officio quidem ipsa satisfactura penali, non tamen pcene 
sensu lesura patientem” (“In Psalm. ]i1.,” § 12, Op. c. 100, 
edit. Ben. Paris, 1693). 


1 Here observe especially : 

(1) The wrath of God is that which is removed by the death of Christ. 

(2) This illustrated by the pacification of God’s anger in the death of 
the offender by the act of Phineas, 

(3) How the death of Christ is set forth as much more availing to remove 
the wrath of God against men. 

(4) The parallel and the contrast between the slaying of the offender 
and the voluntary surrender of Himself by Christ as an ayriduzpor. 

? Here observe especially : 

(1) God’s enmity because of sin taken away by the blood of the cross. 

(2) This enmity having its expression in the sentence of death. 

(3) This sentence of death making it (apparently) impossible for His 
philanthropy (or mercy) to spare man without making void His righteous 
sentence of death. 

(4) God’s adorable wisdom manifested in making good the sentence, and 
at the same time giving exercise (free course) to His philanthropy. 

(5) And this by Christ’s bearing our sins in His own body on the tree. 

(6) And all this the explanation of peace made by the blood of the cross, 


XXll The Death of Christ. 


ise 


(On Rom. vi. 10,11): “ Mortem peccato, id est, corpori nostro 
adscribens, vitam autem Deo” (“De Trin.,” Lib. ix., § 13, Op. e. 
994), 


TLL: 


“Solus passurus pro omnibus, omnibus peccata solvebat ” 
(“ Com. in Matt.,” cap. iv., § 16, Op. c. 684). 


LV: 


“ Peccatt nostri, peccati ipse nescius, particeps fieri non 
recusat; et omnem in se humilitatem caduce carnis assumens, 
Jordanem turbis peccatorum mixtus ingreditur” (“Tract. in 
ES ACR VET, SHO) Opies 5079: 


Va 


“Non peccator fuit, sed peccata suscepit” (bid., § 3, ¢. 505). 


WI; 


‘“Non peccatum egerat, nec dolum habuerat: et ideo quee non 
rapuerat, tunc repetebatur exsolvere. Cum enim debitor murtis 
peccatique non esset, tamquam peccats et mortis debitor tene- 
batur, ab his scilicet, qui in eo peccati legem que in membris 
nostris est exserebant. De peccato enim condemnavit peccatum 
inscarne, (7 Pract, ini Ps, xvii... 7,-Op. c. 218). 


NEE, 


“ Tnsipientige suze Deus conscius est, et delicta sua abscondita 
ab eo nou sunt: ponds insipientiz et delictorum, quas non 
rapuerat, repetebatur exsolvere. Usque ad crucis autem stulti- 
tiam (id est, quia stultwm sit gentibus peccata nostra Sic 
suscips) ut peccator et stultus gratis vyusteque vexatur. Sed 
quia stultitiam atque delicta propter sapientiam nostram vitam- 
que susceperat, ut principem swcwlr judicaret, et de peccato 
condemnaret in carne peccatum : (cum quando in se, in carne 
scilicet corporis sui, in qua nihil inveniri poterat peccati, 
secundum quod ait, Ecce veniet princeps mundi, et non 
inveniet in me quidquam, veniens hic mundi princeps, nihil- 
que inveniens, peccati tamen paenam, id est, jus mortis exse- 
ruit [or exercuit] ; per quod humanw mortis wuctor, quia in 
auctorem vite peccati nescium mortem molitus sit, judicatur 
et heec sanctorum expectatio fuit, ut omnis caro redimeretur i 1h 
Christo, ut in eo eterne resurrectionis primitize exsisterent :) 
non confundi in se eos rogat qui expectent Dominum” (cbid.., 
&'SOp..eh218)- 219): 
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WITT. 


“Sacrificii negligentiam maledicti non admittebat adjectio. 
A quo maledicto nos Dominus noster Jesus Christus exemit, 
Apostolo dicente, Christus nos redemit de maledicto legis, 
factus pro nobis ipse maledictum, quia scriptum est, Maledictus 
omnis qui pendet in ligno. Maledictorum se ergo obtulit 
morti, ut maledictum legis dissolveret, hostiam se ipse Deo 
patri voluntarie offerendo: ut per hostiam voluntariam male- 
dictum, quod ob hostiz necessariz et intermissee reatum erat 
additum, solveretur. Cujus sacrificii alio loco meminit in 
psalmis: Hostiam et oblationem noluisti, perfecisti autem mihi 
corpus; Deo patri legis sacrificia respuenti, hostiam placentem 
suscepti corporis offerendo. Cujus oblationis beatus Apostolus 
ita meminit: Hoc enim fecit semel se ipsum offerens hostiam 
Deo; omnem humani generis salutem oblatione hujus et per- 
fectze hostize redempturus” (“In Ps, li,” Op. c. 1.00, 101). 


EPIPHANIUS CONSTANTIENSIS. 


I. 


’Evrel ovv Gia THY oTAaVpwoLY H KaTapAa TpoceETETAKTO, EO@V 
dé avTos Tas GpapTtias Huov avnveyxey ert EvAOV, UTép HuoV 
éavtov Sedwkas, TO aluwa avTod Huds HyOpace, TO THOMA 
avTov nuov TAS KATAPAS EXUGE, TOVTETTLV AUGAS TAS apap- 
tias Ola THs TOU oTavpod peTavoias, Kal THS av’ToD Tapovoias. 
oUTE OUV O VOMOS KATAPA, M1 YévoLTO, OUTE TO Evayyédov éraBeE 
TV KaTapay, ovTe 0 Kuptos: arra bid THs Tpopacews TOV avTod 
Gavatov déduTat 0 Gavatos 0 Kata THS auaptias! (“ Adv. Heer.,” 
Lib. 11, Tom. i1., ch. lxxviii, Op. Tom. 1., p. 700, edit. Petavius. 
Colon., 1682). 


Il. 


> \ x Ta / 3 € id fi 
Od yap Wiros nulv dvOpwiros o Xptatos, AAXa Aoyos évuTroc- 
/ la 
TaTos, évaapKos, Kal Oeds avOpwios yeyovws év adnOeia, Huav 
Ne poe \ 2 AS eee ay!) gees Oe a fap te \ 
LN €xOvT@Y THY EATTLOA ET AVOPwAT WY, AAXN EV TH VEOTHTL’ Kat 
aA \\ / \ ee ’ an \ 
HuaY pn éyovTwv Oedv macyovta, aX atralh, éxTds Oe 
id \ ip € aA / > ? 3 A ¢€ x 
maGous THY THOTNPLAY NLGY by TeTOLNKOTA, GXr_€év T@ UTEP 
nuov aTobavety, Kal éavtov tpocéveyxat T@ ILarpi Ovotav 
n Yh lal an n / Qn 
UTEP TOV NMETEDOY WuYaV, év TO aiwate avTov KaGaploas nuas, 


1 This is written against the Manichzan notion as of a mercantile 
transaction in the redemption of Christ, Epiphanius had just asked : 
Tld0ev d& pac nydpace; eye. GddorOlovE bYTac wWYnoaTO; Goa HropHoEV O 
mo6TEpOY Huawy OEoTOTNG, Kai émidEdpmEvoE TOV ryMOY TLUNMaATOC, AaBwY aTédoTO 
yuac Xpwryp; adding: add’ ovre THE Hydoacey, otTE THC HyopdclnuEY, ovTE 
TC KATANA UTiO OY yéyovE, Voci 6 KaTa TavTa paveic (p. 699). 
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/ \ ’ c lal f \ , oN lal 
oxiaas TO Kal’ nudv xetpoypadhor, Kal Tpocndwoas avTO TO 


oTaup@, Ka0@s wavtn 1) ypady SidaoKner nuds (“ Adv. Heer.,” 
Tibsail, Loma, ch xxii. Op; Lomen, pp. 1026, 1027) 


MACARIUS AIGYPT. 
TIpoopeper 0 apxov THS Tovnplas Ta Yeipoypada, Kal rNéyeL* 


"Toe OUTOL UTNKOVTAY TO hoy [LOU shoe) LOE eds, Sucavoxpitns 
@v, KaKkel Seikvuct TO Sikatov avToD Kal Eyes AUTO’ 
€ iZ ig 1D) ba INO FES FN a lal AyD) T a 

Prrfcovce coco A dp... . TO ov TOua TL movi woe. T'odro 


dvapapry tov eat éxelvo TO oma Tob TPp@rov "Addu ey pewo- 
THOE TOL, Kal StKal@sS AUTOD KaTEYELS Ta Xerpoypaha Repro: 
ov XpEewoTa ool ovder. Ag  HEayopato ouv TO oO wa TO mpadév 
oot Sua TOD TOwWTOU Aba. TAPANVW TOV TA YELPOYpaHa. 
"Eyo yap ’AITE’AQN KA TA‘ XPE‘A rod Addu stavpadeis 
Kal Katey év TO 4On (Hom, xi, § 10, Op. ¢ 552, edit. Migne). 


GREGORIUS NAZIANZENUS. 


i 


3 \ \ ” 7 5 RR , € \ 
Eveté) yao weto anttntos eivas THS Kakias 0 cog.ioTns, 
, > is iy € n \ / / 
Oeorntos édrride Seredoas nuas, capKos TpOPAnUaTL SerealeTar. 
~S 9 (< an 9 \ \ A lal / \ e/ e 
iv ws to "Addu tpocBarwv, TO Oe@ Tepitécn, Kal OUTWS O 
iis 3 \ \ Niue gy peek \ Rey net ah f 
véos Adam Tov Taraloyv avacwcetat, Kal AVOH.TO KATAKPL WA 
a \ \ n , Ye 
THS TapKOS, capKl Tod Gavatov Oavatw@Gertos! (Orat. 39, § 18, 


Op. Tom. i., p. 685, edit. Ben. Paris, 1778). 


Li, 


[Of Christ’ s Passion]: iva OM Toe THY ToTnplav Yapionrat, 
NOV TO KATAKPLWa AVaas THS awaptias (Orat. 40, § 45, 
Op Tom ae poy 28): 


1 This extract suffices to show clearly that Gregory Nazianzen is by no 
means to be regarded as an exception among the ancient Fathers in his 
view of the operation of Satan in the matter of the death of Christ and 
the redemption of man—so far as regards the devil’s blindly taking the 
bait before him in the Saviour’s human flesh, and thus working effectually 
for the destruction of death and the justification of the sinner. What 
Gregory does set himself to oppose in the last extract is the unlimited 
application (which he would doubtless have limited more than some of the 
Fathers) of the ideas involved in merely human and earthly ransoms to 
the heavenly and divine mystery of the redemption by the blood of the 
cross (see Archbishop Thomson’s “ Bampton Lectures,” pp. 158, 159, 
290). And it must not be supposed that Gregory Nazianzen stands alone 
in thus witnessing against attempts to degrade the view of Christ’s 
atonement to the level of an earthly transaction. Such grievous mis- 
conceptions of redemption prevailed among the early heretics. And 
Epiphanius will be found opposing them in his treatise against heresies. 
See above, p. Xxill. 
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ILI. 


[of Psalm xxii. 1]: "Ev éavr@ oe, TuTrot TO mer EpOV. mets 
yap mmev ol eyaTareerppevor Kal Tape@papevor TpOTEpo, 
eiTa voV Tpogerdyupevor Kal TET WT MEVOL Tots Tov atradous 
7 aber Lv* @aoTrep Kal THY Appoctvny NUOV Kal TO TWANMMERES 
oixecovmevos (Orat. 30, § 5, p. 543). 


Ne 
“Ovtw oKoTres* ore OoTEp KaTapa HKovge 60 eMe, 0 THY éuny 
Avov KaTapay’ Kal Gpaptia, o aipwy TY dja priav TOU Koo pov" 


Kal Adap avrl TOD TaNXaLov yiverat véos* ovTw Kal 70 €wov 
GVYTOTAKTOV éavTOD TroLEetTal, ws Kehady TOD TavTosS T@MLaTOS 


(Orat. 30, § 5, Op., p. 542). 
Vv. 


"Eort TOlVUY eCeracar Tpaypa Kat Soya, TOLS pev Toros 
TApopwfLevor, eLol 5€, xa lav eCeralouevoy. Tit yap TO 
Um Ep 1) [L@V aipa, Kab mept tlvos €xeOn, TO wéeya Kal mepiBonrov 
TOD Ocod kal Gp XLEpEws Kal Odparos ; Karerxopneba uev Yap UTO 
TOU movnpov, TeTpapevor UTr0 THY duaptian, Kal dytiaBovtes 
THS Kaklas THY HOovnv. E¢ S€ TO AUTPOV OVK ANXOV TLVOS, 1) TOD 
KATEXOVTOS yoverat, Ent Tle TovUTO elonvéXxOn Kab oo HvTwa 
aitiav; €& wey TO TOVIPD, pev Tis USpews* €b HN Tapa Tov 
Oecd {LOVOD, ida Kat Tov Oeov avrov UT pov 0 AnTTIS Nau Baver 
Kal piacGov otTws ven pun TIS €aUTOU Tupavyioos, de ov Kal 
MOV | peider au dixavoy mv. eb 6€ T@ ITarpi, 7 p@Tov fev TOS ; 
ovK UT éxelvou yep exparovpeba. OevTepov 6€ Tis 0 AOYoS 
poroyevoos aipa TépTreLV TaTépa, Os ovde TOV ‘Toad é5éEaTo 
mapa TOU TaTpOsS Tm poo hepopevon, ANN’ WTNARAEATO THV Ovotay, 
Kplov avr idovs Tod Loyixod Ovjpatos ; 7 onrov, ort Lap Baver pev 
0 TaTnp oUK alitnaas ovdé den Gets: ANA Oa THY olKovomtar, 
Kab 70 Uxphvas dyrac Onvar TO avo pworives Tov Ocod Tov avOpa- 
Tov iv avTos pas éeérnrau, TOD Tupavvov Big KpaTnoas, Kal 
7 pos avurTov émavayayn, Ova TOU Yiod HEOLTEVTAVTOS, Kal eis 
TEMLAY tod Ilatpos tadra oikovouncavtos, @ TA TaVTAa Tapa- 


é 


yvopov paiverat (Orat. 45, § 22, Op. Tom. i., pp. 862, 863). 


EPHRAEM SYRUS. 


io 


“ Maledictus a Deo est, qui pendet ex ligno. Hane ergo 
maledictionem suscepit Christus, quum in cruce pro nobis mori 
voluit.... Christus, quod Judeei cogitarunt malum, in bonum 
convertens, maledictionem nobis ob prevaricationem legis - 
debitam, indebitd maledictione dissolvit” (“In Josh.,” cap. 


XXV1 The Death of Christ. 


Vill, Op. Lom, .ai., op. 125, edit. Venet.: 1756. -Tome 1, <n 290, 
edit. Roma.). 


it; 


_“ Mense Aprili Dominus Adami debitum solvwit. ...Crucem 
pertulit, ut per arborem eriperet, qui per arborem ceciderat ” 
(abid., p. 732 ; Sermo ii, Tom. iii., p. 603, edit. Roma.). 


TL: 


“Glorifico te, Christe: quod tu, qui unigena es, universorum 
Dominus, solus absque peccato, pro me indignissimo peccatore 
in mortem es traditus, mortem autem crucis, ut scilicet a pecca- 
torum vinculis animam peccatoris lberares” (ibid., “Sermo de 
Passione,” Op. Tom. 1, p. 426 ; Tom. iil, p. 245, edit. Roma.). 


L¥s 


“ Propter nos impios Dominus est traditus. ... Servis peccan- 
tibus, traditur Dominus, ut scilicet propria morte, filios peccantes 
liberaret. .. . Ligantesque immaculatissimum Dominum scele- 
rati illi, illuserunt ei, qui nexibus insolubilibus ligavit fortem, 
et nos a peccatorum vinculis exsolvit” (ibid, p. 424). 


BASILIUS CAISARTENSIS. 


ike 
na / af Md bed a an 1A 
Tlaca avOpwrivn woyn iréxuvpe TH Tovnpwe THs Sovreias 
A n rn na oh Ss nn / 
Cuy@, TOU KoWwov TavTwy €yOpod* Kal THY Tapa TOD KTICZaVTOS 
a \ an e 
avuTny édevbepiav adaipebeioa, alywarwtos HyOn dia THS Apap- 
/ \ \ > / 
tlas. TavTl O€ alywark@Tw AUTPwY YpEta TpOS THY EdXEUOEptar. 
7 i 5 \ SN is n 1 \ Sv / 6 
oUTEe ovY adEAhOS TOY EavTOD adeXdov 4SUVaTaL KUTPwWOaG Cat, 
A Dex v4 ¢€ / 5 / a if s n \ 
OUTE AUTOS EKATTOS EaAVTOV" OLOTL TTOAAW Bertiova det eivat TOV 
an / X > N \ 
AUTPOULEVOY, TOD KEKpaTHMEéVOU Kal SovrELOVTOS HdN* AAAA Kal 
aN oe ee @ 2) , y N @ \ ( Na. ra ‘al 
oU5é GAws dvOpwros éEovaiay Eyer TPOS Geov, ws Kal €EtLhao Oat 
x € / / 
Tepl NMAapTHKOTOS, Eel Kal AUTOS GuapTias VTOdiKOS. TaVTES 
n qn Cah n oS, 
yap Muaptov, Kal voTepobvTas THs SoENS TOD Oeov, diKarobpevot 
an a / an ) an 
WpEav TH AVTOD YaplTt, dia THS aTroAUTPw@TEWS THS ev XpicTo 
n A / n / we V4 BA 
Ancov Te: Kupio.” quay. ses. Ti yap Sdvvatat advOpwros 
a an fC We nN an b) lens 
eupely THALKOUTOV, iva SM UTED AUTP@TEWS THS YWuys avTOD, 
a a n / ’ / ASF > 
GAN evpébn ev opod TrdavtTev avGpoTav avtdk.ov, 0 €600n Ets 
an nan la) / \ 
TLLNVY AUTPHOEWS THS Wuyxis Puov, TO Gylov Kal TONv- 
Re rs , la) la) la) a ¢€ \ 
Tiuntov aiwa tod Kupiov quay “?Incood Xpiotov, 0 vtrép 
fal / f. NX an ’ 14 > 3 
nuov e&éyee TavTwv. didmep Kal Tints nyopadOnuev. eb ovV 
nan Ul >] N , 
GdEAPOS Ov AUTPOdTaL, AUTP@oETAL AvVOpwros; Eb SE aVEpwTIOS 
na / c ME € n ’ 
AuTpwocacbar nuas ov SvvaTat, 0 AUTPWTaMEVOS NuUas OUK 
\ 9% N \ € h N e / 2 ‘ 
avopwros* pu) ody Oia TO €V OfOlMpmaTL GAPKOS ApapTias ETl- 


1 “Editio post Romanam Greco et Syriaco-Latinam prima Veneta 
Latine tantum,”’ 
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dednunxeva nutv, avOpwrov movoy UTOAaBnS TOY KUpLOY TOV, 
TV THs OedTHTOS Svvamw ayvonras. Os ov ypelav Exyev Sovvat 
Tw Oca (bihacua € eautod, ode Thy tdiav aTrohuTpacad bau Wrox, 
Sidte awapTiay ovK émoinaen, ovode eupedn doXos ev TO oTOmare 
auTov. eSovnoad Fat fev ovV EavTOV OvObEIS iKavOS, ea pny ENO 
Oo THY aixparwstav TOU Naov eT LaT pé épwv* ov poeta AUT POY 
ovse peTa Sapor, Os év ‘Hoaia yeypanrat, GNX’ év T@ EavTOV 
atuaTlt. oUTOS O€ ovyXt Gedpods 1 peas OVTAS, ANN éxOpods Has 
Yevomevous rois TApATTOMATLY, OvTE avpwomos prros QV ANd 
O<os, peta. THY édevdepiav 7} Hv Xapiverar nuly Kab ade Mpovs meas 
€aUTOD mporayopever. aTayyEeho yap, pot, TO ovoja g00 TOUS 
aderpots wou, 0 ovv NUTpwMTadmEVOS Tuas, CAV Hep THY dvow 
avrod TKOT NS, ovre aberpos OUTE avporos * éav oé€ THY eK 
Xa pitos avrob 7 pos nas ouyKxaTaBacw, Kal aed bovs eas 
ovopater, Kal 7 p0s TO aE par wor KaTasa: VEl, os ov doer TO 
Oee eFikagpma & EauTov, GNNG Tov KOGMOV TaVTOS, OU yap fdac- 
prov CetTalt, AAN avTos éoTLy ee ales (elon. ines esat 
Xe” Eebs-xlix, §§°3)4; Op, Tom. i, pp. 180; 181, edit. 
Garnier. Paris, 172 dys 


ale 


Eé roivuy pr yeyoue TOU Kupiov év raph eTrLOn puta, OUK axe 
bev O MUTPwTNS TO vir ep 1) [LV To pen wa TO Javaro, ov 
duéxowe Se ToD Oavdtov THy Bacirelav bv éavTod, eb yap a&Xo 
bev HY TO Bactdevdusvoyv U1r0 TOD Bavatou, GAO Oe TO Tapa TOD 
Kupiou Tpoorhben, OvUK ay pep émavaato Ta €AUTOU évepy@v 
0 Oavatos* OvK dv oe npuerepov Kepdoos éyeveo Tis oapKos HS 
Geopopov Ta TaUn* ovK améKTewe O€ Ty dpaptiay év TH oapKe 
OUK eC@om oun Onpev év T@ Xpiat@, of év TH Adam cmoGavovres” 
OvK ave abn TO Siamentwxds” ovK dveopboby TO KaTeppary- 
pévoVv* ov TpoTwKELwON 7@ Oco, 7O Sid THS aTaTHS TOV pews 


addoTpiwbev (“ Ep. cclxi.,” Op. Tom. iti. , p. 402). 


GREGORIUS NYSSENUS. 
I. 


“OGev eianrGev ets Tov KOomov 6 Oavatos, éxeibev TarkwW Kal 
> 4 ? 2) / b) id ee } D) Z \ 5) / 
efmxiaOn: Av avGpwrov etanre, 60 av¥owmov kal eEwkicbn. 

t ] P ] 2 P 1) 


* It should be specially noted how the teaching of Basil here contains 
both the assertion and the denial of our deliverance being by a Adrpov— 
the assertion in the sense of the blood of Christ being shed for our 
redemption ; the denial in the sense of its being a transaction like the 
payment of an earthly ransom. 

1t should also be well observed how Basil sets before us as in one view 
the twofold aspect of Christ's atonement. In respect of the power of 
evil it is a Av7pov. In view of our relation to God it is an ééiAuopa., 
See above, pp. 100, 101. 
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‘O 7 pOTOS avOpwires nvoi~e THO Gavarw THY elaodov' ova TOU 
devtépov 7 fa?) arevo dryer al, 8 y] eloodos apavia uov Tov Gava- 
TOU epyaterat. Aia tovto ev cH apvooe Tov Oavatov, KaTe- 
V0 EVOU Tod aixparwrov O70 TOU Cavarou, KaTeBn Sid rod 
TaCous els aay aBvoocy tavTnv, éb’ © TE ovpayayelv EQUTO 
Tadw etl Ta dvw tov LbOicy (“In Psalm.” cap. vili., Op. Tum. 1, 
c. 021, edit. Migne). 


at: 


Ovxodv @s ayabos oixtov AapPaver ToD SiawEeTTHKOTOS. Kal 
MS Topos cVUK AYVoEl TOV TPOTOY THS GAKAHTEDS. Lodias O av 
en Kal 1) TOU duxarov pious ; Lo pn Tvpavviky Tove xojoac tat 
KaTa Tob KATEXOVTOS pas avdevtiq. owes. KOT Top avrov Tpo- 
TOV EKovalws TOV EQUTOUS: dmepmodya aver, eet mapa TOU 
ou ayabornra Tad nas Els édeuGeptav éEa:poupevor, a) TOV 
TUPAVYLKOY, ara TOV OtKaLoV TpOT ov em von Ohya THS avG- 
KIT EWS. Oditos 6é éott TIS TO eT LKPATOOVTL Tomoao Gat T av 
Omrep av €Oédoe AUT pov "ANTI tod KaTEXOMEVOV AaPetv. 
AAS . Tavtny TOWWUV TV Ovvapuy xallopay 0 ex Epos ev €KEIVO, 
ie TOU KATEXO}LEVOV 70 7 poKel WEVOV eloev €V TO cuvanrddy- 
pare TOUTOU YapLY avTOV alpelTat AUVTPOV TAY ev TH 
Tov Oavartou ppoupa Kale pypeveov ryevéo Par. aa ‘Opas ¢ omws 
TO aryabov TO O1KAI@ ouvelevnr at, Kal TO copov TOUTWY OUK 
ATM OKEKPITAl. Ret ep eVANT TOV yéevouto TO emugnt obvTe UTEP 
TLOV TO avrdrdaypa, TH TpoKahyu part THS _pucews 7 OV 
evexpupen TO Ociov, iva Kata TOUS AixvoUs TOV byOvov TO 
Oeheare THS _gapKos cuvaToamac G7) 70 dyKiaTpov TiS OedryT0s" 
Kal OUTW THS Sons TO Oavato eloorKia Felons, Kal TO oKOTEL TOU 
poros EL PAverToS, eLadavicOyto TO gor Kal TH Sw 70 KaTa 
TO évavTiov voovmevov. A éoerxras Tolvuy TO ayabor, TO coor, 
TO Sixaiov, TO SuvaTor, TO POopas avewidekToV, TAaVTA TO AOYO 
Ths KaO mas olkovoptas émidecxripeva ( Oratio Catechetica,” 
cap. XxXll.,; XXlll., xxiv., Op. Tom. 11., c. 59-65). 


bby 


ZapKabels év 7m ayia Ilapléva, uTpwecaTo HuaS €K TOD 
Oavatov: &v @ Karevyopela UT THIS dpapTias TET PAMevol* 
dovs “ANTA'AAATMA is AVTPOCEwWS TAY WXOY LO, 
TO Titov avTovD aipa, 6 éféyee d:a ToD otaupod (“ Contra Euno- 


mium,” Lib, 11., Op. Tom. i1., c 474, 476). 


IV. 


‘O pn) yvous GpapTiay, um €p HLOV apaptia yverat, Kab THS 
KaTapas Mas edevdepol, THY metépar Kat apav olKEel@o a- 
peevos, Kab THY éyOpayv nuov THY Oud THS apapTias Tos TOV 
Ocdov yeyevnuévnv avaraBov kal év EavtT@ aTroKTeWwas Kara TOV 


5 


10d Aracrtodov dbyou (&yOpa &8 Fv % dpaptia) Kal yevd wevos 
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Wa ¢€ lal }u e A 7 an ; lal 3) A \ > Q de 
OTEP NmELS, OL EaVTOD TAaAW avIA We TH Oem TO avlpwrivoy 


(* Contra Eunomium,” Lib. xi., Op. Tom. ii., c. 889). 


V. 


Thy OeKTUKHY TOUTOY capka mepiBeBAgrat, Kal uTrép POV, 
gprotr, apaptiav ETOLNoEV, OV TETOUNKOS arn ws TETOLNKOS, 
iy’ meets dicarwbdjer Kal ‘yevomevos uTrép OV KaTapa, iva 
THS KaTapas Huas eEayopacn, Kal emiKUTAPATOs OVOLATTAL, 
TT ovpmabeia TUV OLLI a 2 eV EA OMEVOS él ev TATL TOUTOLS 
yev6{LeVOS ore On TH avopomornte, aurny TV poppay TOU 
Sovhcu avaraBor, @S avTOS NVOMNKWS, UTED THS avOpw- 
TOTNTOS TO ivory TpOoTwTOV TMPOBAAAOpmeEvosS, EVETPETTE 
tov Ilatépa mpcs édeos émixaday (“ Adv. Arium et Sabellium, 
§ 7, Op. Tom. il., c. 1292). 


Wie 
Tage avopatos auvavesotpddn, "“ANTA’'AAATMA rod 


TET EP OV Gavatou yevomevos, édvae Oia THS idias aVAadTATEws 
Ta deca Tov Eavatou (“ Contra Bunomiun, 3 Dib ova Op. 
Tormmats, ¢./ 693), 


VIE 
7 Cae \ ¢e a a , > a \ € Uy 
_ Ovtas o &vabeis juav tH dice, CLKELOUTaL TA NMETEPA 
a8 . .. THY UTEE Huav tTootas TANYNY, Wa TY pOhwTL 
avtov Aust taGopev (“ Adv. Apollinarem,” § 21, Op. Tom. ii., 
ce. 1165). 


AMBROSIUS. 


dle. 


“Tdeo ergo suscepit Jesus carnem, ut maledictum carnis 
peccatricis aboleret; et factus est pro nobis maledictwm, ut 
benedictio absorberet maledictionem, integritas peccatum, in- 
dulgentia sententiam, vita mortem. Suscepit enim et mortem, 
ut impleretur sententia, satisfieret judicato :! Maledictum carnis 
peceatricis usque ad mortem. Nihil ergo factwm est contra 
sententiam Dei, cum sit divinze conditio impleta sententiz. 
Maledaictum enim usque ad mortem, post mortem autem 
gratia’ (“De fuga seeculi,” ch. vil, $44, Op. Tom. 1. ¢. 435, 
edit. Ben. Paris, 1686), 


I. 
“Hujus carnis jam rex, jam prejudicate similitudinem 
Christus in sua carne suscepit.... Ergo pietatis est susceptio 


1 “QOmnes edit. satisfieret aes per maledicnun carnis, etc. MSS. 
aliquot satisfieret judicato, maledictum carnis sustinens” (Note of Bene- 
dictine Editors), 
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e 
peccatorum ista, non criminis. Per hoc peccatum nos Deus 
eternus ubsolvit, qui Filio suo proprio non pepercit, et peccatum 
eum fecit esse pru nobis” (“In Psalm. xxxvu.,” Preef., $9 5, 6, 
Op. Tom.i., c.°317). 


ili. 


“Qui pro nostris peccatis satisfaciebut Patri” (vbid., Enarr., 
§ 53, Op. Tom. i, ¢. 839). 


tye 


“Audis quid dixerit hodie Apostolus? Peccato, inquit, 
mortuus est semel.... Peccatum es, O homo; ideo peccatwm 
fecit Christum Suum Omnipotens Pater. Hominem fecit qwe 
peccuta nostra portaret. Mihi ergo peccato mortuus dominus 
Jesus: ut nos in illo essemus justitia Dei” (“In Psalm, exviil.,” 
Expos., Serm. xviii., § 42, Op. Tom. 1., ¢, 1207). 


v. 


“ Bibit calicem, hoc est, passionem illam tuorum criminum 
redemptricem ; ut tu sitim istius mundi, sacri potus cruore 
restinguas” (“ De Spiritu $.,” Lib. 1., cap. xvi., § 184, Op. Tom. 
1., c. 634). 


fay ae 


“ Didicistis igitur quia sacrificium de nostro cbtulit. Nam 
que erat causa incarnationis, nisl ut caro que peccaverat, per 
se redimeretur ? Quod peccaverit igitur, hoe redemptum est” 
(“ De Incar. Dom.,” cap. vi., § 56, Op. Tom. i., c. 716). 


Weil. 


‘Quod si secundum literam vos tenetis, ut putetis ex eo quod 
scriptum est, quod Verbum caro factum est, Verbum Dei in 
carnem esse conversum; numquid negas scriptum esse de 
Domino, quia peccatum non fecit, sed peccatum dictus est. 
Nam et maledictum dictus est Dominus, non quia in male- 
dictum conversus est Dominus; sed quia nostrum suscepit upse 
maledictum: Maledictus enim, inquit, gui pendet in lgno” 
(ibid, © *60, (Op. Lom. iwc. Figs Compare \“) Des inges 
cap. xi.,§ 94, c. 488). 


VIII. 


“Peccatum omnium factum; peccata generis abluebat 
humani” (“De Incar.,” cap. v., § 39, c. 712). 
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Xe 


“Fuimus sub foeneratore duro, qui nisi morte debitoris 
expleri ac satiari nequiret. Venit doiminus Jesus, vidit gravi 
nos obligatos foenore.... Venit dominus Jesus, mortem suam 
pro morte omnium obtulrt, sanguinem suum pro sanguine 
fooiteuniversormm. 2) (* Kp. Chili” Kip, xl, .§ 7, Ops Tom, i. 
ce. 958). 

».& 

“QOportuit hanc fraudem diabolo fieri, ut susciperet corpus 
Dominus Jesus, et corpus hoe corruptile, corpus infirmum, ut 
crucifigeretur ex infirmitate.... Dignationis est quod suscepit 
corpus meum, dignationis est quod suscepit injurias meas, 


suscepit infirmitates meas” (“ Expos. Ev. Luc.,” Lib. iv., § 12, 
Op loual.. 6, loay ): 


HIERONYMUS. 


lp 


“Flamma illa romphea custos paradisi, et preesidentia 
foribus Cherubim, Christi restincta et reserata sunt sanguine ” 
(“ Epist. lx., ad Heliodorum,” Op. Tom. i. c. 333, edit. Vallar- 
sius. Venet., 1766). 


II. 


“ Redempti sumus pretiosissimo Sanguine Christi; immolatus 
pt etige: ee eae ne 
est pro nobis agnus” (“ Adv. Jovinianum, Lib. 1, § 11, Op. 
POM ail.) Cy 20.0). 
Ill. 


“Quis est enim quem diaboli venena non tangant, nisi ille 
solus qui potest dicere—Lcce venit princeps mundi istius, et 
invent mm me nihil? (“Com, in Jerem.,” Lib. i, cap. iv., 
Op. Tom. iv., c. 866). 


Tye 


“Hoc torcular, in quo et malis supplicia, et bonis premia a 
Salvatore calcantur, solus ipse calcavit, nullumque habuit ad- 
jutorem. Neque enim Angelus, aut Archangelus.... humanum 
corpus assumsit, et pro nobis passus est et conculeavit adver- 
sarias fortitudines, atque contrivit” (“Com, in Isa.,” Lib. xvi, 
cap. Ixiii., Op. Tom. iv., c. 748). 


* Compare the following : ‘ Christus nos redimit, adversarius vendit : 
ille auctionatur ad mortem, hic redimit ad salutem” (Exp. Ev. Luc.,” 
Lib, vii., § 114, Op. Tom. 1., c. 1436). 
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v. : 
“ Despectus erat et ignobilis quando pendebat in cruce, et 


fuctus pro nobis maledictum, peccata nostra portabat” (Com. 
in Isa.,” Lib. xiv., cap. lii., Op. Tom. iv.,.¢. 614). 


VI. 


“Quod autem a Patre contritus et percussus esse dicatur, et 
illud indicio est: Percutiam pastorem, et oves dissipabuntur” 
(2000. ,nLDu AVepCADs&., OP, “LOM. Ava,"C, toate 


Vil, 


“Peccata nostra portavit, et pro nobis dolet, et vulneratus 
est pro iniquitatibus nostris, et afflictus est propter scelera 
nostra” (abid., Lib. xiv., cap liii., Op. Tom. iv., c. 620), 


VIII. 


“lle autem vulneratus est propter iniquitates nostras, dicens 
in Psalmo: Foderunt manus meas et pedes, ut suo vulnere 
vulnera nostra curaret, et attritus est, sive infirmatus propter 
scelera, nostra, ut factus pro nobis maledictum, nos liberaret 
de maledicto. Maledictus enim omnis homo qui pendet in 
ligno. Unde disciplina pacis nostre super eum est. Quod 
enim nos pro nostris debebamus sceleribus sustinere, ile pro 
nobis passus est, pacificans per sanguinem crucis suc.... 
Dominus autem posuit im eo mmiquitutem omnium nostrum, 
sive tradidit eum pro peccatis nostris; ut quod propter 
imbecillitatem virium ferre non poteramus, pro nobis ille 
portaret, qui oblatus est, quia upse voluit. Non enim necessi- 
tate crucem, sed voluntate sustinuit, dicens in Evangelio: 
Calicem quem mihi dedit Pater, non bibam illum ? (abid., 
c. 616). 


IX. 
“Tste justus pro iniquis passus est, ut omnes nos offeret 
Deo” (zbid., c. 622). 
xe 


“In cruce Domini, et in passione ejus recapitulata sunt 
omnia” (“In Eph.,” Lib. i, cap. 1, v. 10, Op. Tom. vii., ¢. 597). 


GAUDENTIUS. 


“ Ut ostenderet Dominus istud quod dixerat, Mundi judicium, 
Passionem suam esse, ita copulavit dicens: Nunc jgudicium est 
hujus Mundi, nune hujus Mundi princeps mittetur deorsum, 
sive expelletur fords, ut in Grecis exemplaribus legimus. 
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Erat enim Passio Christi expugnatio futura diaboli. Unde 
Sanctus Propheta David ad ejus personam loquitur: Ut justi- 
ficeris im sermonibus tuis, et vincas cum judicaris. Licet 
enim hic versus et alio sensu possit intelligi, huic tamen satis 
congruit: nam Dominus Jesus in Passione sua judecatur, et 
vincit ; moritur, et triumphat. Diabolus autem cur princeps 
hujus Mundi dicatur, advertite. Diabolus hujus Mundi prin- 
ceps usurpatione dicitur, non natura.... Passus est ergo 
Dominus se hujus Mundi judicio judicari, ad hune hostem 
generis humani precipitandum, sive expellendum. . . Caven- 
dum plane nobis....ne victoriam Christi, gud diabolum 
triumphavit, de cuptivitate nos redimens suo sanguine 
prectoso et auferens el humani generis principatum, nostro 
vitio irritam faciamus” (“ Gaudentius Brix.” Sermo xu., pp. 
126-128, edit. Galeardus. Aug. Vindel., 1757). 


PAULINUS NOEANUS. 


I, 


“Mortis potestas licentiad bacchante regnaverat .... hoc 
regnum Rex regum, et dispensator temporum Dei filius 
passione sud divisit ac diruit Deus factus sub lege, ut sub- 
jugatos legis solveret.... Itaque mortem ipsam moriendo des- 
truxit, solvens (ut scriptum est) inimicitias in carne sud, et 
faciens utrumque unum, id est hominem et Deum” (Ep iv., 
“Ad Severum,” In Bibhotheca Max., Tom. vi, p. 173. Lug- 
dun., 1677). 


Le 


“Nos venditi sub peccato egebamus pretio redemptionis: et 
ideo propter nos homo, propter nos forma servi, propter nos 
filius ancille. Qui benedictus et sanctificator sanctorum, pro 
nobis tamen et peccatum et maledictum factus est, quod non 
erat; ut nos, qui ex pravaricatione peccatum, et ex damnatione 
maledictum eramus, ab utroque absolveret, utrumque im sua 
carne affigens Cruci....Deus....erat im Christo recon- 
cilians sibi mundum. Hujus enim modi homo solus prava- 
lere potuit adversus sententiam mortis, et aculeum peccati, ut 
chirographum mortis aboleret, et humiliaret calumniatorem : 
non tamen ei majestate natures sue, sed habitu nostra congre- 
diens; et nihil ei extorquens violento dominatu, sed superans 
eum lege justitie ; ut (quoniam foemina decepta, et dejecto per 
foeminam viro, omnem prolem primi hominis tanquam pecca- 
tricem legibus mortis malitiosa quidem nocendi cupiditate, sed 
tamen ut wquissimo jure victoria vindicabat) tamdiu potestas 
ejus valeret, donec interficeret justum, in quo nihil dignum 
morte posset ostendere: non solum quia sine Deo occisus est, 
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sed etiam quia sini libidine natus, cul subjugaverat ille, quos 
ceperat; ut quidquid exinde nasceretur tanquam suze arboris 
fructus, pravi quidem habendi cupidate, sed tamen non iniquo 
possidendi jure retineret. Justissime itaque cogitur dimittere 
credentes 1n eum, quem injustissime occidit; ut, et quod 
temporaliter moriuntur, debitum exsolvant; et quod semper 
vivunt, in illo vivant, qui pro eis, quod non “debebut, exsolvit 1 
(ED iy,, AG Severum,” BaMve Tom. Wissy aks): 


AUGUSTINUS. 
ip 


“Tdeo Liberator noster Dominus Jesus Christus suscipiendo 
mortalem carnem, venit in similitudine carnis peccati. Carni 
enim peccati debita mors est. At vero illa mors Domini, 
dignationis fuit, non debite: et tamen hoc quoque Apostolus 
peccatum vocat susceptionem mortalis carnis, quamvis non 
peccatricis, ideo quia immortalis tamquam peccatum facit cum 
moritur ” (“ Prop. ex Ep. ab Rom. Expos. xlvii.,” Op. Tom. ii1., 
Par! 2,°c.- 0.11. -edit--pen,s baris, L660): 


ats 


“Cum Verbum Deus factum esset caro, pendebat in cruce, et 
dicebat ‘Deus meus, Deus meus, respice me: quare me dereli- 
quisti?? Quare dicitur, nisi quia nos ibi eramus, nisi quia 
Corpus Christi Ecclesia? Utquid dixit, ‘Deus meus, Deus 
meus, respice me: quare me dereliquisti? nisi quodammodo 
intentos nos faciens et dicens, Psalmus iste de me scriptus est ? 
‘Longe a salute mea verba delictorum meorum.’ Quorum 
delictorum, de quo dictum est. ‘Qui peccatum non fecit, nec 
inventus est dolus in ore ejus?) Quomodo ergo dicit ‘ Delic- 
torum meorum,’ nisi quia pro delictis nostris ipse precatur, et 
delicta nostra sua delicta fecit, ut justitiam suam nostram 
justitiam faceret ? (“In Ps, xxi.’—Heb. xxii.—§$ 3, Op. Tom. iv., 
Pariecre)), 


Ill. 


“Est autem misericordia abundantissima; et larga ejus bene- 
volentia, qui nos sanguine Filii sui redemit, cum propter peccata 
nostra nihil essemus. Nam ipse aliquid magnum fecit, cum 
hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem suam creavit. Sed 
quia nos nihil fieri voluimus peccando, et traducem mortalitatis 
de parentibus duximus, et massa peccati, massa ire facti 
sumus; placuit tamen illi per misericordiam suam redimere nos 
tanto pretio: dedit pro nobis sanguinem Unici sui innocenter 


1 See Augustin, “De libero Arbitrio,” Lib. iii, § 31, Op. Tom. 1., c. 623. 
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nati, innocenter viventis, innocenter mortui” (Sermo xxii, § 9, 
Op. Tom. v., Par. i., ¢. 120, 121). 


IV. 


“De quo peccato Dominus, quod peccatum damnavit ? Video, 
video quidem quod peccatum damnavit, video prorsus: Hcce 
Agnus Dei, ecce qui tollit peccatum mundi. (Quod peccatum ? 
Omne peccatum, omne nostrum peccatum damnavit.... Deus 
Christum fecit pro nobis peccatumm. Non dixit, fecit pro nobis 
peccantem: sed fecit eum peccatum.... Ecce de quo peccato 
damnavit peccatum: de sacrificio quod factus est pro peccatis, 
inde damnavit peccutum” (Sermo clii, $$ 9-11, Op. Tom. v., 
ated, C205 (24): 


We 


“Peccatum non habebat, et peccatum erat.... eum ipsum 
Christum qui non noverat peccatum, Deus Pater pro nobis 
peccatum fecit, ut nos simus justitia Dei in ipso. Videte duo, 
justitia Dei, non nostra, in ipso, non in nobis” (Sermo clv., § 8, 
Opel omaviab arti e.) 740). 


ils 


“Qui vixit sine culpa, qui non est mortuus propter culpam: 
comnmunicans, nobiscum poenam, non communicans culpam. 
Poena culpze mors: Dominus Jesus Christus mori venit, peccare 
non venit: communicando nobiscum sine culpa peenam, et 
culpam solvit et panam. Quam peenam solvit? Que nobis 
debebatur post istam vitam”’ (Sermo ccxxxi., § 2, Op. Tom. v., 
Patri Co Oye 


Vile 


“Unde nobis vita, unde illi mors? ... Illi Verbo unde mors ? 
Nobis autem hominibus.... peccatoribus, unde vita? Non 
erat illi unde haberet mortem, non habebamus nos unde habe- 
remas vitam; accepit Ille mortem de nostro, ut daret nobis 
vitam de suo. Quomodo ille mortem de nostro? Verbwm 
caro factum est, et habitavit in nobis. Accepit hinc a nobis, 
quod offerret pro nobis. Vita autem unde nobis? &t vita erat 
lux hominum. Ipse nobis vita, nos illi mors, Sed qualis 
mors? Dignatione, non conditione; quia dignatus est, quia 
voluit, quia misertus est: potestate mortuus est” (Sermo ccxxXxi.., 
§ 5; Op: Tom, v., Par..i, c. 982). 


VIII. 


“ Factus in medio reconciliator, dejiciens murum peccatorum 
nostrorum ... . reddens Deo quod peccata abalienaverant, 
redimens suo sanguine quod diabolus possidebat ; mortuus 
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est pro nobis, et resurrexit pro nobis. Portavit peccata nostra, 
non illis inherens, sed ea sustinens: sicut Jacob portavit 
pelles hedorum.... Mors ergo in Domino nostro signum fuit 
alienorum peccatorum, non pena propriorum.... Portans 
ergo aliena peccata, Que non rapui, inquit, twne exsolvebam, 
id” est, peccatum non habens moriebar” (Sermo ccclxi., “De 
Resurrectione,” § 16, Op. Tom. v., Par. ii, c. 1414, 1415). 


1B-€ 


“In hac ira cum essent homines per originale peccatum, 
tanto gravius et perniciosius quanto majora vel plura insuper 
- addiderant, necessarius erat Mediator, hoc est Reconciliator, qui 
hane wram sacrificit singularis, cujus erant umbree sacrificia 
Legis et Propetarum, oblatione placaret. Unde dicit Apos- 
tolus, Si enim cum inimici essemus reconciliati sumus Deo per 
mortem Filii ejus, multo magis, reconciliati nunc in sanguine 
ejus, salvi erimus ab ira per ipsum” (“Enchiridion,” § 10, Op. 
Lom. -viwe. ANG): 

oe 


“Cum autem Deus irasci dicitur, non Ejus significatur per- 
turbatio, qualis est in animo irascentis hominis: sed ex humanis 
motibus translato vocabulo, vindicta Ejus, gue non nisi juata 
est, iree nomen accepit ” (Ibid., 6.10; Op: Tom. vi, cx. 209). 


2G 


“Tpse ergo peccatum, ut nos justitia; nec nostra, sed Dei; 
nec in nobis sed in ipso: sicut ipse peccatum, non suum, sed 
nostrum; nec in se sed in nobis constitutum, similitudine carnis 
peccati, in qua crucifixus est, demonstravit” (Jbid., § 41, Op. 
Tom: /vi., °¢;'2138): 


D6 NE 


“Tllud peccatum, quo reus esset mortis, non commisit 
Christus: illud autem alterum, id est, mortem, que peccato 
inflicta est humane nature, suscepit pro nobis. Hoc suspendit 
in ligno, hoc maledictum est per Moysen; ibi mors damnata 
est ne regnaret, et maledicta est ut periret. Quapropter per 
Christi tale peccatum, damnatum est et nostrum peccatum ut 
nos liberaremur, ne regnante peccato nos damnati remane- 
remus.... Jlle neget Christum maledictum, qua negat et 
mortuuwm.... Securus Apostolus ait de Christo, Factus pro 
nobis maledictum: sicut non timuit dicere, Pro omnibus mor- 
tuus est.... Suscepit Christus sine reatw supplicium nostrum, 
ut inde SOLVERET REATUM nostrum, et finiret etiam supplicium 
nostrum. ... Kum, inquit, qui non noverat peccatum, peccatum 
pro nobis fecit, ut nos simus justitia Dei in ipso. Cur ergo 
timeret Moyses dicere maledictum, quod Paulus non timuit 
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dicere peccatum ?... Nam utique maledictum comes peccati est. 
Nec ideo major invidia est, quod addiderit, Deo [faustus], ut 
diceret, Maledictus deo omnis qui pependerit in ligno. Nisi 
enim Deus odisset peccatum, et mortem nostram, non ad eam 
suscipiendam atque delendam Filium suum mitteret. Quid 
ergo mirum, si maledictum est Deo, quod odit Deus?.... 
Cum ex homine et pro homine mortem suscepit, ex illo et pro 
illo etiam maledictum quod morti comitatur, swscipere non 
dedignatus est etiam ille, prorsus etiam ille Filius Dei semper 
vivus in sud justitid, mortuus autem propter delicta nostra, 
in carne suscepta ex pena nostra. Sic et semper benedictus in 
sua justitia, maledictus autem propter delicta nostra, in morte 
suscepta ex pena nostra....Si ex benedictione venit pcena 
peccati, opta esse semper in pcena peccati: si autem optas inde 
liberari, crede per divine sententie justitiam ex maledictione 
venisse. Confitere ergo maledictum suscepisse pro nobis, quem 
confiteris mortuum esse pro nobis....Clamando ergo, Male- 
dictus, nihil aliud clamavit, nisi quia veré mortuus, sciens 
mortem hominis peccatoris, quam sine peccato ipse suscepit, de 
illo maledicto venientem quo dictum est, si tetigeritis, morte 
moriemini” (‘‘Contra Faustum,” L. xiv., cap. ili.-vil., Op. Tom. 
Vill., ¢. 265-267). | 
XUL 


“Merito mors peccatoris veniens ex damnationis necessitate, 
soluta est per mortem justi venientem ex misericordiz volun- 
tate ” (“ De Trin.,” Lib. iv., § 4, Op. Tom. viii., c. 812). 


XIV. 


“Scriptum est, Deus mortem non fecit, quia causa mortis 
ipse non fuit: sed tamen per ejus retributionem justissimam 
mors irrogata est peccatore. Sicut supplicium judex irrogat reo, 
causa tamen supplicii non est judicia judicis, sed meritum 
criminis. Quo ergo nos mediator mortis transmisit, et ipse non 
venit, id est, ad mortem carnis; ibi nobis Dominus Deus noster 
medicinam emendationis inseruit, quam ille non meruit, occulta 
et nimis arcana ordinatione divine alteque justitia.... 
Nos enim ad mortem per peccatum venimus, ille per justitiam : 
et ideo cum sit mors nostra pena peccati, mors ilius facta est 
hostia pro peccato” (abid., Lib. iv., cap. xii, § 15, Op. Tom. viii., 
ce. 820). 

XV. 


“Ubi potuit aliquid facere [Diabolus] ibi ex omni parte 
devictus est; et unde accepit exterius potestatem Dominice 
carnis occidende, inde interior ejus potestas qua nos tenebat 
occisa est. Factum est enim ut vincula peccatorum multorwm 
in multis mortibus, per unius unam mortem quam peccatum 
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nullum preecesserat, solverentur. Quam propterea Dominus 
pro nobis indebitam reddidit, ut nobis debita non noceret. . . 

Morte su& quippe uno verissimo sacrificio pro nobis oblato, 
quidquid culparum erat unde nos principatus et potestates ad 
luenda supplicia jure detinebunt, purgavit, abolevit, extinxit ; 

et sua resurrectioue in novam vitam nos preedestinatos vocavit, 
vocatos justificavit, justificatos glorificavit.... Etiam ipso 
Domino se credebat diabolus superiorem, in quantum illi 
Dominus in passionibus cessit ; quia et de ipso intellectum est 
quod in Psalmo legitur, Minwisti ewm paulo minus ab angelis: 
ut ab iniquo velut geq uo jure adversum nos agente, ipse occisws 
MmNocens cum jure cequessimo superaret, atque ita captivitatem 
propter peccatum factam captivaret, nosque liberaret a captivi- 
tate propter peccatum justa, suo justo sanguine injuste fuso 
mortis chirographum delens, et Justificandos redimens pecca- 
tores” (“De Trin.,” Lib. iV., cap. xiil., 49: LT, Opi2Lony waa, 
ce. 821, 822), 


Ee 


“Quddam justitid Dei in potestatem diaboli traditum est 
genus humanum, peccato primi hominis in omnes utriusque 
sextis commixtione nascentes originaliter transeunte, et paren- 
tum primorum debito universos posteros obligante. . . . Quocirca 
omnes homines ab origine sub principe sunt potestatis aeris, 
qui operatur in filiis diffidentie....Modus autem iste quo 
traditus est homo in diaboli potestatem, non ita debit intelligi, 
tamquam hoc Deus fecerit, aut fieri jusseret: sed quod tantum 
permisit, juste tamen. Jllo enim diserante peccantem, peccate 
auctor ilico wvasit. Nec ita sane Deus deseruit creaturam 
suam, ut non se illi exhiberet Deum creantem et vivificantem, 
et inter penalia mala etiam bona malis multa preestantem.... 
Si ergo commissio peccatorum per iram Dei jgustam hominem 
subdidit diabolo, profecto remissio peccatorum per reconcilia- 
tionem Dei benignam erwit hominem a diabolo. ... Placuit 
Deo ut propter eruendum hominem de diaboli potestate, non 
potentid diabolus, sed justited vinceretur, atque ita et homines 
imitantes Christum, justitia queererent diabolum vincere, non 
potentia.... Que est igitur justitia, qué victus est diabolus ? 
Quze, nisi justitia Jesu Christi? Et quomodo victus est? Quia 
cum in eo nihil morte dignum inveniret, occidit eum tamen. 
Et utique justum est ut debitores quos tenebat, liberi dimit- 
tantur, in eum credentes quem sine ullo debito occidit. Hoe 
est quod justificari dicimur in Christi sanguine.1 Sie quippe wn 


1 Dr. Dale says of this (‘“‘ Atonement,” p. 275): “A very curious piece 
of logic! Had the devil never done a wrong thing before, never com- 
mitted any other great act of injustice, on the ground of which we might 
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remissionem peccatorum nostrorum imnocens sanguis ille 
effusus est. Unde se dicit in Psalmis in mortuis liberum. 
Solus enim a debito mortis liber est mortuus. Hine et in 
alio Psalmo dicit, Que non rapui, hine exsolvebam, rapinam 
volens intelligi peccatum, quia usurpatum est contra licitum.... 
Tune enim sanguis ille, quoniam ejus erat qui nullum habuit 
omnino peccatum, ad remissionem nostrorum fusus est pecca- 
 torum, ut quia eos diabolus merito tenebat, quos peccati reos 
conditione mortis obstrinxit, hos per eum merito dimitteret, 
quem nullius peccati reum immerito pwnd mortis affecit.... 
In hae redemptione tamquam pretium pro nobis datus est 


have been released from his power, if his crime in killing Christ was 
really the moral reason for our redemption ?” 

He appears to have understood St. Augustin’s language (misled, 
perhaps, by the word justwm) as intimating only that the release of those 
who were justly Satan’s captives, was a just punishment for his unjustly 
holding one who was not justly his captive. 

But is it not possible to give a more favourable construction to 
Augustin’s words? Rather, is not another interpretation imperative ? 
Does not Augustin’s own teaching (here as elsewhere) require us to 
understand his language not at all as intimating that Satan’s crime-—qua 
crime—was ‘the moral cause of our redemption,” but only that, inasmuch 
as that crime effected Christ’s death, he was therein dealing with the debt 
of death due from us, but not from Him-—by the discharge of which we 
are discharged from his power who has the power of death ? (See above, 
extract xiii.) 

Our redemption ensues from that crime—not qud simply crime, but 
qua it was that consummation of sin whereby the author of sin fell into 
his own pit, and was taken in the destruction which he made for others. 
Herein was that word made signally true: ‘“‘ The righteous is delivered 
out of trouble, and the wicked cometh in His stead” (Prov, xi, 8). 

Satan, as the executioner of God’s justice, had power—the power of 
death—over condemned sinners, but no power over the all-holy Son of 
God. His voluntary death of condemnation for us—dying for our sin, 
for our debt (‘‘In that He died, He died unto sin once ”’)—is our release 
from death and condemnation, and therefore from Satan’s dominion. 
See Shedd’s ‘‘ History of Doctrine,” vol. ii., p. 254. 

In the next chapter but one (ch. xvi., § 21, c. 942) Augustin says: 
“ Peccata nostra diabolus tenebat, et per ula nos merito figebat in morte. 
Dimisit ea Ille qui sua non habebat, et ab illo immerito est perductus ad 
mortem.” 

Satan’s injustice (or crime) was therefore the cause of our justification, 
because it was the means of His dying for our sins, who suffered the 
Just for the unjust. 

We were debtors (debitures quos tenebat), and our debt was death. 
Christ was no debtor (sine ullo debito). The devil took from Him that 
which we owed, and which He, in His voluntary compassion, according 
to the eternal counsel, had come to lay down for us. And the immediate 
result was our redemption. Satan’s hold and claim on us was broken, 
and broken in justice, because, by his own act of injustice, he had been the 
means of making just satisfaction for our sins. -‘* The destruction he 
made for others” thus becomes the destruction of His own dominion, 
because it is the shedding of His blood, who is the ‘‘ Redemptor, cujus 
sanguine deletur debitum nostrum.” See below, quotations xx. and xxv. 
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sanguis Christi, quo accepto diabolus non ditatus est, sed 
ligatus: ut nos ab ejus nexibus solveremur, nec quemquam 
secum eorum quos Christus ab omni debito liber indebite fuso 
suo sanguine redemisset, peccatorum retibus involutum traheret 
ad secundse ac sempiterne mortis exitium. ... Justificat, 
inquit, in sanguine vpsius: justificati plane | in eo quod a 
peceatis omnibus liberati: liberati autem a peccatis omnibus 
quoniam pro nobis est Dei filius, qui nullum habebat, occisus. 
Salvi ergo erimus ab ira per ipsum: ab ira utique Dei, quee 
nihil est aliud quam justa vindicta,...Si ergo justa divina 
vindicta tale nomen accepit, etiam reconciliato Dei que recte 
intelligitur, nisi cum talis ira finitur? Nec inimici eramus 
Deo, nisi quemadmodum justitiz sunt inimica peccata, quibus 
remissis tales inimicitee finiuntur, et reconciliantur justo quos 
ipse justificat. Quos tamen etiam inimicos utique dilexit: 
quando quidem proprio Filio non pepercit, sed pro nobis omni- 
bus, cum adhue inimici essemus, tradidit eum” (“De Trin.,” 
Lib. xiii, cap. xi.-xvi., § 15-20, Op. Tom. viii, c. 937-942). 


XVII. 


“Quid tam grate offerri et suscipi posset, quam caro sacri- 
ficil nostri, corpus effectum sacerdotis nostri? Ut quoniam 
quatuor considerantur in omni sacrificio, cui offeratur, a quo 
offeratur, quid offeratur, pro quibus offeratur, idem ipse unus 
verusque Mediator, per sacrificium pacis reconciliums nos Deo, 
unum cum illo maneret cui offerebat, unum in se faceret pro 
quibus offeratur, unus ipse esset qui offerebat, et quod offerebat ” 
(abid., Lib. iv., ch. xiv., § 20, Op. Tom. viii., c. 823). 


XVIII. 


“Tdem Deus et idem homo, in natura hominis factus mortalis, 
in nobis, pro nobis, de nobis, manens quod erat, suscipiens 
quod non erat, ut liberaret quod fecerat, non quod erat. Non 
est ergo passio Christi ex indigentid, sed ex misericordia” (“ De 
actis cum Felice,”’ Lib. iL, cap. ix., Op. Tom. viii, c. 492), 


XIX, 


“ Apostolus dicit, Christus nos redemit de maledicto Legis, 
factus pro nobis maledictum, scriptum est enim, Maledictus 
omnis qui pendet in ligno: non Legem reprehendit, sed miseri- 
cordiam commendavit. Quia enim Adam peccaverat, et omnis 
illa massa et propago peccati maledicta erat, Dominus autem 
carnem de ipsa massa suscipere voluit, ut suscipiendo mortali- 
tatem quee de pcena venerat, solveret mortem, quod de gratia 
veniebat: ideo dicit Lex, Maledictus omnis qui pendet in ligno. 
Mors enim ipse pendebat in ligno, que mors de maledicto 
veniebat. Quomodo ergo suscipiendo mortem, interfecit 
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mortem, sic suscipiendo maledictum, solvit maledictum”’ 
(abid., cap. xi, c. 493). 


XX, 


“Ab hoc peccato, ab hac eegritudine, ab hac ira Dei... . non 
liberat nisi Agnus Dei qui tollit peccata mundi, non nisi Medi- 
cus qui non venit propter sanos, sed propter segrotos, non nisi 
Salvator ....non nisi Redemptor, cuyus sanguine deletwr 
debitum ah (“De pec. meritis et remis.,” Lib. 1., § 33, 
Ope bom. x, Par aoc 19), 


DOG), 


“Dominus autem in carnem suam non peccatum transtulit, 
tamquam venenum serpentis: sed tamen transtulit mortem ; 
ut esset in similitudine carnis peccati pwna sine culpa, unde in 
carne peccati et culpa solveretur et pena” (ibid., Lib. 1., § 60, 
Ope rom, x., Par. i, ¢. 34): 


XXIL 
“Mortuus est potestate: et hoc est pretium nostrum, quo 
nos a morte redimeret.... Ut sciant omnes, inquit, quia volun- 


tatem Patris mei facio, surgite eamus hinc: id est, quia non 
morior necessitate peccata, sed obedientiz voluntate” (“ De 
natura et gratia,” § 26, Op. Tom. x., Par. 1, c. 138). 


XXIII. 


“Ha fides justos sanavit antiquos, que sanat et nos, id est, 
mediatoris Dei et hominum hominis Jesu Christi, fides san- 
guimis ejus, fides crucis ejus, fides mortes et resurrectionis 
ejus”’ (ibid, § 51, c. 149). 


XXIV. 


“Convenit judicio ejus ut moriatur peccator; nec tamen 
operi ejus convenit mors, quia Deus mortem non fecit. jus 
quippe justum est judicium, ut peccato suo quique pereat” 
(“Op. imperf. Cont. Julian.” L. iv., ch. xxxii, Op. Tom. x., 
Pave, cL i50), 


OMe 


“Verbum Dei unicus Dei Filius, diabolum quem semper sub 
legibus suis habuit et habebit, homine indutus etiam homini 
subjugavit: nihil ei extorquens violento dominatu, sed superans 
eum lege justitie ; ut quoniam femina decepta, et dejecto per 
feminam viro omnem prolem primi hominis tamquam pecca- 
tricem legibus mortis, malitiosa quidem nocendi cupiditate, sed 
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tamen jure equissimo vindicabat, tamdiu potestas ejus valeret, 
donec interficeret justum, in quo nihil dignum morte posset 
ostendere, non solum quia sine crimine occisus est, sed etiam: 
quia sine libidine natus: cui subjugaverat ille quos ceperat, ut 
quidquid inde nasceretur, tamquam sue arboris fructus, prava 
quidem habendi cupiditate, sed tamen non iniquo possidendi 
jure retineret. Justissime itaque dimittere cogitur credentes in 
eum, quem injustissime occidit, ut et quod temporaliter morl- 
untur, debitum exsolvant, et quod semper vivunt in illo vivant, 
qui pro eis quod non debebat exsolvit” (“ De libero Arbitrio,” 
fab, Saale Op slom. si G70 25): 


XXVI. 


“Non concupiscit Deus pcenam reorum, tanquam saturari 
desiderans ultione, Sed quod justum est, cum tranquillitate 
decernit, et recta voluntate disponit ” (“In Prosper. Sent.,”’ xil., 
Opp: 167). 


CHRYSOSTOMUS. 


I, 


"Dpyisero juiv o Ocds: ames Tpepopea nets TOV Oeov, TOV 
piriavOpwrov Seomotyv: pécov éavTov éuBarov éxatépay TV 
dvow Katnr\rx(ake. Kal Tas pécov éavToY avéBare; THY 
TLUMWPLaY THY OPELNOmeVHY Huty Tapa TOD TaTpos avTOS 
avedéEato, Kal thy éxeiOev Timoplav kal ta évtav0a ovetdn 
UTrEWewe. Bovr pavetv TOS éxarepa avTos ebeEaro ; X pia70s 
Has, gnaw, eEnyopacer eK THS KATapAas TOU YOpoV, yevonevos 
vTép pov KaTapa * ees TOS dv wGev THY pepowerny 
Tew@play ede Lato ; dpa mas Kai ta Kdrobev depopeva 
ovelon vTéuewvev! (“In Ascens. Serm.,” § 2, Op. Tom. ii, p. 450, 
edit. Montfaucon. Paris, 1718). 


i; 


“Hyaptev 0 Abdap, cab amédavev. ov« uaptev 0 Xpiotos, 
Kat anélave’ Kaivov Kal mapasogov ° éxeivos Tpapre Kal amé- 
Gavev, ovTos ovK Tipapre Kal amébave. TIVOS evenev, Kal Oud Th; 
iva 0 Guaptav Kat avTobavar, 51a TOD m1 GmapToVToOs Kal 
amvolavovtos duvnn tov Gavatov dSeopav érXevbEpa- 


1 Here is especially to be observed how clearly in Chrysostom’s view 
the incarnation—regarded in relation to the mediatorial work of Christ 
—was in order to the atonement. And how the atonement was effected, 
not by the incarnation of Christ, but. by His taking upon Him—and 
receiving from the Father, when we were the children of His wrath— 
the punishment and the curse due to us, 
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Oy au OUT@ TOANAKIS Kal emt TOV Ta Xpnwata oheLNOvTOV 
yeverac oeirer Tis TLVL apyopuor, Kat OUK EXEL KaTapanrrew, 
Kal did TOUTO KaTéxeTaL* AAAS OVK Odeirwy, SuVadmevos Oé 
caTaParrew, Karabets aTreNUTE TOV vIev@vVor * ovTw Kab emt 
top Adap yéyove, Kal em Tob X piarod" abetrev O Adbap TOV 
Oavatov, Kal KaTELXETO UTO TOU SaBonuv * OUK @betrev 0 
Xpioros, ovee KaTELXETO" mre Se Kal KatTéBarre TOV Oava- 
Tov UmEp TOD KaTEYopévor, iva éxelvovy aTOVEH THY TOD dava- 


tov deaue@v! (“ Hom. in S. Pascha.,” Op. Tom. ii., p. 754). 


Di 


To pev eT epov be Erepov Kcorabea Gas, ov opodpa doKkel AOryov 
Eyew’ TO Oe erepov ore érepov caterGar, Kab TpeTOOETTEPOV 
faAXOV Kal EVAOYHTEpOD, eb TolvUY exElVO YéyoVE, TONN@ LaAAXAOV 
meuno.( ane pists: ad) kom:,>° Hom) .x,.) Sie Op. Lom: sin, 
p. 021). 


EV2 


Tov py yvovta apaptiav, dnol, Tov adrodicavocvyny dvta, 
dpaptiav ero’ TovTéoTl, OS GwapTwMAOY KaTaKpLOHnvat 
APHKEV, OS ETLKATAPATOV am obavety. Poe lror yep dixavoy, 
hyciv, éromaev GpapTorov, va TOvS dpaprodods TOLnon 
Ouxaious. Maxdrov dé o0v6dé oUT ws clmrey, aXN’ } TON poetSov 
mv’ ov yap ew é@neev, AAN avTny THY TOLOTNTA ov yap evmrev 
emote cmapTwror, adn’ “A paptiay * ouxt TOV pn apuapTovt a 
fOVvGV, GAAG TOV NSE YvovTa auaptiav’ wa Kal nuels yevo- 
peOa, ovK et7re, Oikalol, AAAG Atkaiocvvn, Kat Ocod Atxavocvyn 


(tii iad.Cor,, Hom. x, $ 3, Op. Tom. x, pp. 517,518). 


V. 


‘O AX pio ros erépav Kat apav TAUTNS (Deut. (XXvil. 26) HAAG- 
Earo THY heyousar, eT LKaTaparos TAS O KPeMapeEVOS emt Evhov. 
ere ovv Kal 0 K Pe Wawevos éml Evdov eT KAT APATOS, Kal oO TOV 
vopov TapaBaivwv eTKATEPATOS, HéANOVTA dé éxetyny AVEW THY 
KaTadpav vmevOvvov ovK ede yevécOar adths, Set Sé déEac Oar 
KaTapav avT exeivns; ToLavTny edeEaTto, Kal be auTHs 
exelyny éXvae. Kal Kabatrep TOS KaradicaerTos an oBavein, 
Erepos dvevluvos ENE[EVOS Javeiv ump éxeivou, eSaprrates TIS 
Typo las avrov * ovUTw O€ 0 Xpiotos emoujoev' émelon) yap ovK 
UT EKELTO KaTapa ™ TNS jTapaBacews, avedéEato 0 XApiotos 


1 The importance of this passage is its teaching so clearly of atone- 
ment and deliverance by death for death—Christ’s death not due instead 
of Adam’s death, which was due to sin. But it has also an additional 
value from the illustration of release of one from a debt through the 

payment made by another. See above, p. 103. 
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>) bY . 
avtT ékeivns TavTnv, iva XRVon THY éxeivwv! (“Com. in Gal.,” 


cap. ll, Op. Tom. x., p. 700). 
VI. 


II @s todT0 yiverar; THY dpEtdouéevyny SiKyVY avTos, Hnow, 
UTooTas dua Tov ctavpod (“In Ephes.,” Hom. v., § 3, Op. Tom. 
XII 0); 


VII. 


‘O Oavazos éxeivos tiv oiKovmévny atrodrdAupévnv eow@ceEV, O 
Odvatos éxeivos Th yn ouvir e Tov ovpavov, 0 Odvatos éxeivos 
THY Tupavvioa TOD SiaBdrou KaTéAUVGE, TODS aVEp@TroUS ayyéroUS 
éroinoe Kal Beod viovs* 0 Odvatos ékelvos THY TueTéepay Hvaow 
avnyayev eis TOV Opovoy Tov Bacidxov (Hom. ii., “In 2 Ep. ad 
im; 04s, ODP ONL, XI." p00). 


RUFFINUS. 
if 


“Quare me, id est, meos dereliquisti? Longe a salute mea 
verba delictorum meorum. Quomodo dicit Delictorum meorum, 
qui peccata non fecit, nisi quia ille pro delictis nostris precatur, 
et delicta nostra sua fecit, ut justitiam suam nostram faceret ”? 
(In Ps, xxi, “In Ixxv. Ps. Com.,” Op., p. 45. Lugduni, 1570). 


We 


“Sacramentum illud suscepte carnis, quod supra exposuimus, 
hanc hebet causam, ut divina filii Dei virtus, velut hamus 


* The same truth is expressed again in his synopsis, Sc. 8., Deut., 
Katrapay Kardpac avrndddéaro Kpeuabeic iwi Zddov (Tom, Vi., p. 367). 

The importance of this passage is very great indeed. Christ delivers 
from the curse of the law only by Himself exhausting the curse of the 
law. The law’s curse was for the guilty. But the law also provided a 
way for a curse to be borne without guilt. And the guiltless, bearing 
the curse of the crucified, bears away the curse of the guilt instead of 
the guilty. On the cross, by an exchange of curses—the curse of the 
tree, instead of the curse of the transgressor—He redeems from curse 
those to whom the curse of transgression was due. 

This is not all. The illustration is one, the like to which is often now 
severely reproved as conveying a debasing and unscriptural view of the 
atoning work of the Saviour. One offers himself to be punished instead 
of another, and the other, in consequence, escapes his due. It is here one 
under the sentence of death, rescued by another—an innocent man—who 
of his own choice dies his death in his stead. Could St. Chrysostom 
have written this if in his view there had been no sort of substitution— 
no pena vicaria—in the atoning death of Christ ? See above, pp. 102, 103. 

? Compare Augustin, as quoted above, p. xxxiv. 
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quidam habitu humane carnis obtectus, et sicut Apostolus dixit, 
Habitu repertus ut homo, principem mundi invitare posset ad 
agonem ; Cul ipse carnem suam velut escam tradidit; ut hamo 
eum divinitatis intrinsecus teneret insertum, et effusione vm- 
maculatt sanguinis, qui peccaty maculam nescit, omnrum 
peccata deleret, eorum duntaxat qui cruore ejus postes fidei suze 
signassent. Sicuti ergo hamum esca conseptum si piscis rapiat, 
non solum escam cum hamo non removet, sed et ipse de pro- 
fundo esca aliis futurus educitur: ita et is qui habebat mortis 
imperium, rapuit quidem in mortem corpus Jesu, non sentiens 
in eo hamum divinitatis inclusum; sed ubi devoravit, hesit 
ipse continuo, et disruptis inferni claustris, velut de profundo 
extractus traditur, us esca ceteris fiat” (“ Expos. in Symbolum 
Apost.,” in Cypri. Op., c. exciii., edit. Baluzius. Venet., 1728. 
Rutini, Op., p. 179). 


Une 


“Non ergo damno aliquo aut injuria divinitatis Christus in 
carne passus est, sed ut per infirmitatem carnis operaretur 
salutem in medio terre, divina natura in mortem per carnem 
descendit; non ut lege mortalium detineretur a morte, sed ut 
per se resurrecturus januas mortis aperiret: velut si quis rex 
pergat ad gentem in qua proprios habeat captivitatis vinculo 
alligatos, devictaque ea carcerem intret, in quo victi detine- 
bantur; et ingressus aperiat januas, resolvat catenas, vincula, 
seras, et claustra comminuat, et vinctos in remissionem educat, 
et eos qui sedent in tenebris, et in umbra mortis luci ac vite 
restituat. Ergo dicitur rex fuisse quidem in carcere, non tamen 
ed, conditione qua ceteri qui tenebantur inclusi: sed ali quidem 
ut poenas solverent, hic vero ut absolveret penas” (ibid., 
exexdiy.. Op. Delo): 


ISIDORUS PELUSIOTA. 


“Quoniam per literas queesisti, quid sit quod Paulus dixit: 
Ad ostensionem justitiz suze: respondeo, Quia posteaquam 
humana natura insanivit adversus Deum, et peccatorum tyrannis 
intolerabilis facta erat, et tempus aderat ferendz sententiz, 
quee exitio universali damnaret totum genus humanum: (Omnis 
enim ratio medicationis deprehensa fuerat inanis et nihil, ac 
neque Lex, neque Propheticus pestilentem morbum, qui omnia 
occuparat, depellere valebat) tunc Deus pretiwm redemptionis 
introduxit unigenitum filium suum, ut locus esse posset gratiz 
ac veniz: eam ob rem hoc dixit Apostolus: Ad ostensionem 
justitie sue.  Victima enim oblata est una pro omnibus, 
queeque omnibus dignitate ac pretio superior esset. At twnc 
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soluta est vra, et reconciliatio facta est, redintigrataque 
gratia, conversum est odium in amicitiam, et pro sententia 
capitali abdicationes datum est excellens illud adoptionis in 
filios donum, et infinita accesserunt dona, quibus exornaretur 
Ecclesia: ita simul et justitia ostenderetur, et abundantia 
bonitatis declararetur ” (Ep.c., “In Bibliotheca Max.,” Tom. vii., 
p. 710. Lugdun., 1677). 


CYRILLUS ALEXANDRINUS. 
i 


"QQ / b} yy ig fs / \ 5) 
OEP MEVTOL OVK AAAWS O FdavaTos KaTNpYnOn, fn aTrO- 
Pavovtos Tod SwtHpos* ota Kat ef Exdotov TOV THS TapKos 
mavav....eb pn édrumynOn, ovK av amnddA(gayn TOD AvTEtoVaL 
wore (Kragm., “In Joan., xiL,/27," Op.:Tom. vi. ic. (9 rea 
Migne). 


c. 


Xpiorod HEVTOL SedwKOoTos éavTov TO Tarpi vmep THS OV 
cwTNplas OS Apwmov Lepelov, Kab TAS Um Ep Np Ov Hovovonxt 
Sikas TLYVUYTOS, €AUTPOONMEV TOV THS ApmapTlas eyKAYMAT@OV 


(ibad.; x., 32, ¢:.93). 


III. 


To rye pny THS bo&ns TENELOD, Kat THs EVKAELAS 70 TAHPES €V 
exeiven TAVTOS ay eV TO mraleiv avTov vmep TNS TOU KOO Mou Cons, 
Kal d0 éavtod THS aTavTw@V dvarracens KALVOTOMHT A! TOV 
TpOTOV. Bacavifovres yap, @S Vl, KAN@S TOU Kat avTou puo- 
Tnplov TOV AOYoV, OvY EaUT@ Tuxon, ovoe KUPLOS dv éauTov 
TeOveaTa carowopeba, GNX UTrep am dons TIS avOparorntos, 
male te Kal Spdcat, TO Te mAbs avr, Kal per’ éxelvo THY 
avaotactv. Tébunne pev yap KaTa THY TapKa TAS am av T ov 
Cons avTippomov THY idiav AT OOELKIUS, Kal THs apxatas 
EKELVIS ATOTANPOV ANAS EV EAUT@ THY Svvamer o 0 TAVYTOV 
avTaétos (“In Joan. Evang.,” Lib. ix., ‘ch. Kili Ol, 02, Ope Lem 

Uc, Los): 


IV, 


IIdjv H€ee, poly, O TOD KOo [Lov apxov, Kal ev épol EXEL ovoéev" 
Tebrnfopau dé kal Niay adopévws Kal TOV bmép THS aT aVTOV 
Sons UToTTHIOMaL Oavator, atoot TH Tos TOV Devyntopa 
Kal ayary 7 mpos avTov, éGedov77s OMiAHTAS Kal Tots Tapa 
yopny, iva TY avris TANPOOW Bovrnow aie 70 UITép MOV 
uméotn Talos, avuTralT Los. bev imapXov 6. éavTov TavTEdos, 
GVTINUT POV d€ THS aT avT ov Cwns éavTov 7 Harpi Tpoo- 
KEKOMIKOS, ETreLOnTrep ayaTa Tov Tlatépa THY TOD KOopoU Eurrn- 
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cavra cewtnpiav (ibid. Lib, x., ch. xiv., 30, 31, Op. Tom. vii., 
528). 


Ne 


“Oowos Umapxov apXvEpers, Lo Los Te Kal AKaKOS, OVY UTrép 
aoGeveias THs EaUTOU, aldmep Av éGos Tots tepaa Bau Aayovat 
KATA TOV VOLO?, paddov 5é vmrép caTnplas TOW re eed Yruxev 
éautov TPOTEVEYK OY, eal TOUTO eloamrak 6 ua. THY wav 
apmapTiav, TapakrnTos yeyovey UTép Hu@V, Kal AUTOS (AaTMOS 
éotl mepl TOV apaptiov jnuayv (vbid., Lib, xi., cap. xviL, 9-11, 
Op. Tom. vii., c. 508). 


Wale 


Movov ody dpa. Kal TpP@TOV éyphv tov é« Tov COVTOS 6vTA 
IIartpos, ths arravtev Soi avTihut pov TO totov TO Oavat@ 
mapadodvat oH Ma, iva Kal aKkoNovOnaav 7H TOD évwbévros 
avT@ Aoyou cor, TH THUATMY OloOTTOLnTN HiaEL TO dUVaTAaL 
Nouroy Kal Tov Tod OavaTov KaTaveariererOat Bpoyewv (rbid., 


cap. xvill. 7-9, c. 585). 


VII. 


TeOpiapBevie dé TAS apXas EV AUTO. IT povcevro yap TOUS 
eJédovow eis avayv@ow, TOV omép TpOY TablovTa onpatvon, 
Kab THY idtay O.dovTa buxny THS GT aVT OY <c GVTiNLT por. 
Ilavres pev yap ol dvTes él THS YNS, eretmep aipKveov elo w TOV 
THS auaptias TwenT@OKapev. ILavtes yep eEéxhivan, dua Hyperw- 
Onoav, KaTa TO Yeypappevor, tals Tov dtaBorovu KaTHyoptats 
yeyovores evOxoL, oTUyVov Te Kal epee OueS@ juev Biov. Hive &é 
Kad’ 7 wav xeeporypador, TY é< TOU Detou VOMOV Tobs mapaBaivov- 
ow emnpTnLerny apav, Kal THY KATA THS apxaias | éxeivns mapo- 
MoOjcavros evTOMS eFeve Getoay pi ou, a omovornra THY 
éxetvou, KaTad TAVTOS épxopevny Tov yévous, aTe On Kat Tapa 
TAVTOV Taparvopevov Tod dSokodvTos Oco... .Hyev ovv éra- 
pato., Kal TH Oecd Widw Kxatakexpimévot, Sine Thv év “Addu 
Tapapacw, Kal thv éx Tod pet’ éxeltvov diopicOévtos vopov. 
"AANA TodTO TO Ka Huadv yelpoypagoy eEjrevpev 6 Ywrnp, 
TpoTnrwWaas TOV TITAOV TO LNL@ TTAavPH, Tahas ev para onpat- 
vovta Tov él TO EVM OavaTov, dy UTép THS TOV KaTadedLKac- 
péevov vTréatn Cwns. “Egérice yap vmrep Ov TAS Um ep TOV 
ey eT WAT OY diKas. Ee yap Kal els ay 6 TATX OV, aX Hv 
vreép Tacav THY KTIoLV, WS Ocos, aut Ths amavtov bons a&io- 
TEpos. Ava TOL TobTO, wad Kal 0 WardAwr dynaw: 'Eveppage 
pev avopia maa TO OTOMA AUTH, KatnpynOn dé TpoTov TWa 
THS apaptias 1) yA@ooa, KaTanéyewy éTL TOV HuapTHKOT@Y OVK 
éyovoa. Aedixatmopeda yap, éxteTLKOTOS Uméep MOV 
Ta OPAHMaTA TOD Xptotod. IO yap porwr avtod jets 
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idOnper, Kara TO Yeypaupevoy. "Qomep de Oud TOU Evdov TO éK 
THS AM OT TOT EDS jpiv eEeunxavn en KAKOV, OUT@ On mah ova 
Evhov yéyovev 7 els Oirep ‘ev ev apxais dvadpoun, Kal TOV 
ovpavieov ayabay v} TpemoOnros emavannyrs, Kab avTny OoTep 
TOU VOOHMATOS THY aPKNV dvaxeparavoupevov Ou’ mas eis EavTov 
tov Xpiotod (“In Joan. Evang.,’ Lib. xil., ch. x1. 9-19, Op. 
Tom. vii, c. 656). 


VIII. 


"Evdoxneev O Ocds kat Ilatnp avakeharaacag Gat Ta TaVTG 
év TO XploTto® TH OtKaovvTe Swpeay TH avTod Xapire Té0errau 
yap Dacrifptov Sud TiTTEMS EV TH AUTOD alpare, ’Ereton yap 
memoinTar THIS com av ov Cons avtddraypwa TO tovov atipa, 
céowKE THY UT oupavor, ihE@V TE Kat EVMEVH KATETTNOED 


mpety Tov év TOS oupavots ITatépa cat Oecov Xe In Ep. ad. Rom.,” 
wel vil, 21 Op. hom vile. 1.00) 


(DS 


TT apaBas yap THD evTodny 0 'Adap, T poo KéKpouKe TO 
Anproupy@: TAUTN TOL yeyove Kal ema patos Kal ava KATOXOS. 
‘OdoTpoTras de aTroN@OTOS KaTNAENTE TAaNW 0 TOV OAWV 
Aecamorns. KaGixero yap €& ovpavav o Tios, avicis eyehnpara, 
OuKaL@V éV mioTeL Tov acePh, peTayahKevov QS Ocos THY 
avOparov hiaow eis abGapalav, kat avaxoplfov els TO aT’ apyns 


(2bid., ch. v. 3,.c. 784). 


xX. 


> ’ by n x b] > a @ J ¢ X 
eowoneba yap Ov avtov Te Kal Tap avTov TEeeELKoTOS UTTEp 


Awav thy idtay uy (“In Ep. 1 ad Cor.,” ch. i. 10, c. 860). 


XI. 


TeOprauBevne yap 6 Xptatos Sia tod idtov oravpod Tas 
Tovnpas Kal GUT UKELPLEVAS Ovva els, TPOTNAOTAS TO EVLW TO 
Kal? 1) [LOO xXerpoypa por, ame oBnoev THIS Kad pov Tupavvibos 
TOV Satavay, Kary pynKee TOD KOT Mov THY dpwaprtiay, 
aviKas ols KATW@ TEV LATL Tas adov mvnNas, Kabetre TOD Gavdtou 
TO KpaTOS. Eira TOS OVK “den x On wevov Tots axabapro.s 
Oaipoow éoTt TO éTl TO oraupp aos ; Ov« dv cor ravpwooar, 
elmep NOEL av axplBas avrov ovTa TOV Aurporiy Kal THS doENs 
Kupwov. . Déyove OmorOVOULEVOS Kal are TO Sore omovon 
meebo obs dpxovras TOU aldvos Toutov, va Kal mab 
AaGov Kat TO (Si@ aluate gre aera THY UT oupavov 
éavT@® TE Kal TO iste EHarpi (ibid, eb. 1:8) Op \ Tomy var, 


c. 865). 
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XII. 


“Opovov @oel éyou, Tov ovdev jpaprnkdota TOTOTE | Tapes- 
kevace Tadety TO TOV ahodpa PtrapapTymovor, iy ymas 
am obnyn dixaious THY els avTov TiaTw eladederypevous 
vmémeve yap oTaupor, ataxvvns Katappovijcas: els yap vmep 
mavTOV améQavev 0 TavTOV avr dévos we. Méya toivuy 7 pos 
evT poy avtois éVédovar pabupetv TO duevOupeta Bar copes O76 
Tots _ahapTonots ovyxaredicdio On Kal ouyKexpéuatat ov’ muas 
0 a) elo@s amaptias, iva pets yevoneba Sixavoavyn Ocod év 
avTo. Acdixaropeba yap Tapa Tob Ocod Kat Ilarpos ove ef 
epyov TOV év Suxacoovvy Ov erroln rape Hels, AAA KATA TO 
TOAV avToU exes dia Tiatews THS év Xpiot@ (“In Ep. il. ad 
Cor.,” v. 5-vi. 2, Op. Tom. vi, c. 945, edit. Migne). 


XIII. 

‘Tepatever Um ép vojov" avTOS my TO Copa, 0 apvos 0 arnO.vos, 
avTos 0 [204.08 Te Kal aK AKOS dp xtepers, ovx Umrep iStev TAN[- 
Hehy pat ov ‘epoupyar, KpEeloo wy yap ayy apaptias ws Ocos, 
XN’ iva NUON THY dwaptiav: Tod Koopov. Téyove toivuy 


avdtos THs isias Tpordhopas tepovpyos (“In Ep. ad Heb.,” cap. iii. 
POD. Al Ont Aviles CaO ). 


ALY. 


Ilas civ o év be&a tot ITatcos Os Ocos idiov yew aipa 
Aéyout”? av, Eb pr) TETLOTEVKA [ED GTL 0 €k Oeod Iarpos KaTa 
puow ios KEX PNMATLKE kai Lids av@paérrov, Kal TO bOLov aia 
THs an dyrov Coons avTédhay pa Covs, eUpazo 7O KOT Le 
TAUTHY THY atwriav AVTAWaW ; OD ‘yep Tou pain Tis av, OS Hv 
mpétrov, Kabdamep év tTd&et TOV adOyav Sowr, opalecPar Treio- 
Tas TOV EHupmavounnr (ibid, cap. ix. 12, c. 984). 


XV. 


AapBaver dé amo TOU aipwaros avrod, Kal patves értaxis él 
TO (Naor n pio THS KiBor ov" yeyove yap tiv X pioros tac mos 
év aipatt dia€nKns ataviov (ebid., cap. ix. 12, Op. Tom. vii, 
c. 985, edit. Migne). 


XVI. 


Mia Tpoo Popa, Sfjhov 6é OTe TF Sia TOD idtou THLATOS, TETE- 
Aelwxe vonTas Oud mioTews Kal ayac pod npeas 0 Xpioros. . 
TT poo xexopmure yap éauTov omep par els Oo Ln evodias TO Oecd 
Kal Ilarpi. ... Maprupet oé mye Kal 70 Iyvebdpa TO aylov. Ti 
peapTupel ; “Ore apéonaar at dwapr tat NH@V, OTL Teh ELS HGS 
amirrakev o Xpictos Sia THs puds mpochopas, wate pur) den- 
Oivan deutépas (ibid., cap. x. 14, c. 988). 
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XVII, 


”Ovtov Toiwuy am avT@v apapTorey, 0 [Lovoryevns Tod Ocod 
Aoyos aT péeTT MS TE Kal avardowwtas ye yove oapé, TOUT éorw 
avOparos. Kat OUK emroinae pev duaptiay, Tay év oforlmpmatt 
capKos dpaprias, émepavev Hutv, Kal ETA TOV AVOMOV édoyia On, 
Kalo yéyove capé, Kat KeX pNLaTLKED avépamos. Kai youv oO 
mavoopos ITabdXos yéypabé mov mepl TE Tod Ocob Kab Tl azpos 
Kal avTob Tob L (od. Tov pay yvovTa apaptiay, uTép pmav 
dpapttav em oines. Obpa yep yeyevev UTrép camaptias. ’Qvoua- 
Covto b€ at dapriat Ta bmp cpmapTiay opalopeva. ... Leyovas 
de Kal’ meas TOV 1H) wtp ETN PTN MEVOV UTETTN Oavarov, 
TOUTEGTL, TOV KATA oupKa, iva meas arromeuayy Cavatov Kal 
pOopas. . Anrélave yap UTEP TAVTWY ES O TAVTOV 
De Baas kat Oavatov AVEGLS O X piatod Oavatos hv 
(“ Contra Julianum,” Lib, ix., Op. Tom. 1x., c. 865, 368). 


XVIII. 


Ov 76 o@TNpLoV mabos debut@mnKe pe THY oTpepoméevny 
powpatar, eioxexdpixe Oe Tad ev TO Tapadeiow Tov avOpwro? ; 


(“ Adv. Nestorium,”’ Lib. v., cap. v. , Op. Tom. ix. c. 236). 


XIX, 


Eis trép TayToV atolavav Kal éynyeppévos, wa tov TOD 
Oavatou Bpoyov TO _avOpartvov eSeAyjTaL yévos* iva THS KaTa- 
KpaTovons: jwov dpaptias KaléXn THY Tupavvida (“ Contra 
Joana, wai. Wi. O.p.. bom, ix., C1407). 


XX, 


Vitae yap imép Tavtov els 0 Tavtav aki@tepos, Ka) 
Oavarov dvats 6 Xpiatov Oavatos Hy (ebid., Lib. ix., Op. Tom, ix, 
c. 968). 


XXI, 


ITpoSnXov 89 Tov Kal a&racw evaoryes, @S ovK ev tols aiviy- 
fkacl f.adrov, GAN év TOUS ée avTa@v ON PLAVO[LEVOLS TO arnbes 
expaiverat, X pioTos yap €oTL TO dwomov Copa, TO aBeBnrov 
lepetov, ov TEOvEdTOS omep LOY KATA od pKa, ryeryovapev mets 
atToToOuTalolt, TOUT éaTLY, amepouTi caper Qavarou kal 
hOopas. “Exderurpopcla yap TO aipate adtod, Kal andons 
axabapoias amnddadypeOa, Sixarodpevor Owpeay TH auted 


yapitt, Kaba yéyparrtat, Kal THs auvnotius THY Yapw edr\<@ 
Ocod Kepdaivovtes (ibid.). 


A ppendia, li 


XXII. 


, 


Ei xptos edetxOn TO 'ABpadu, ov én Kal téOuvKey aveTt 
‘Toaax, Papev OTL TUTrOS Vv KaKELVOS TOU X piorod, bv was 
Kal UTep Huav TOV KaTa capKa Oavatov vmoucivavtos, iva 


nuas amarrdén Oavatov xat POopads (“ Contra Julianum,” 
lab, x, Op.;Fom. ix., ¢ 1033). 


XXII. 

IT¢ eppaxtas yotv ) apa, Kal TO oTdpma TAS GwapTeas éumré- 
ppaxtar, Kal GUY avT@® TO TOU Oavdtov Kpdros Kareipyntas 
WOTEP OLKELA pity cwvarropaparder. Ei yap TAVTOV TOV KAKOV 
TpOkEvas 7p  amapTia yéyoven, avaiperts EOTAL TOV oupBeSn- 
KOTOV y) év Xprorp dixaiwars, dv braKxons eicBaivovaa, Kal TO 
avutraitioy éxovoa tavtedas (“ Adversus Anthropomorphitas,” 


capr soe, Op. fom. ix. ¢, 1119). 


XXIV. 


*"Erevdy O€ 0 €k Ocov Kata dvaw, capa AaBav, GOnxev bTéep 
TavTwy TO ldicy aiwa, ta’Tn Tor Kal Kabapife Stvatat Tovs 
MiaTEvovTas els avTov, Kal vexpov épywv amaddaTTEWV, Kat 
mpocayev eis AaTpelav TH Oecw (“De recta fide ad reginas,” 
Op, Tom, ix., c. 1252, edit. Migne). 


XXYV, 


(After quoting Rom. it. 29, 26) Ei ovK ay ETEpOS (Naot plov 
yeveo Bau X piorov TOUS €v a paprig Kab apg Kal Gavarou Oty, 
TAny OTt OL aiuaTtos Sia THY mae TOV T poryeyoveT my apap- 
7] aT ov éxxeio Bat peovTOS" TOS OUK avayKatov capKa yeveo- 
Gat TOV Aoyor, iva Kal aipate TO bO.@, SHAOV 6 Ott, TO THS 
EaUTOD GapKoS, SiKalwan Tovs els avTOV TLaTEvOVTAS ; (ibid.. 


c. 1289), 
O.Aig ie 


"AXN ed psy @s avOpwTros voetrat KOWOS, TOS dT ag.ov THS 
aTrdaviov wis TO aia avrod ; Ei oé Oeos 7 WV €v capKl O TAaVTWY 
GETEpos, aEvoxpews 7) AbTpwcts TOU KOGMOU TavTOS hia TOD 
toto aiwatos ein av, Kal para eixotas (ibid., c, 1292), 


XXVII. 


(After quoting Rom. v. 8, 9) Odxody et pn eTépws Hv owter- 
Cas Tov KOocpoV, eb pny év aipare Kal Gavare KPNTi wos 
maparnPOévrn, 1 Kal OLKovopLLKes, ba THY TapEecW TOV Tpoye- 
yovorwy dmapTnLaTon, év TH av0xy Tov Ocov: ceroo mela dé 
Oa Xpiatod: TOS ovK avayKatos 7@ éx Ocod- pve Aoyo 0 THs 
TAPKOTEWS TPOTOS, Wa Sixaiwon pev ev TO alpate avTeh Tors 


ii The Death of Christ. 


els aUTOV TiaTevovTas, Katarragty dé to IT farpt dua TOD Oavatov 
TOU idtou Tomatos, va Kal culnowpev avTe; (“ De recta fide ad 


reginas,’ Op. Tom. ix., c. 1292, edit. Migue). 


XXVIII. 


(After quoting Gal. ili. 13, 14) "Apes by poe xavtedbev, ¢ ore 
yeyouve TO KOO wep TMTNPLOS O Xpior0b Gavatos: yeyove yap umép 
av KaTapa, oTaupov ¢ Uropeivas, Kal Kpewao Gels emt Edrov, va 
AVON TOU KOTMOV THY dpapTtiav....° Ore Toivuy Kal THY ev VOLO 
AéAUKEV apav o Xpiotov Odvatos, Kal wpovkévnoe Tots 
EOveot TV evhoyiav TOU ‘ABpadp, TOUTEDTE Thy bia TlaTews 
Kap, peeTOXOUS dé pas amebnue Kal TOD drytov ITvevpatos: 
ouK cv porov Kowod vooit av o Gavaros avTov* mepwoeiv dé 
T poonKed adror, 6Tt oap& yeyoues 0 Aoyos, capt méemrov ev 
uTép TOU KOT HOV, Kal yéyover (Kavov To avTtovd Taos ets 
THY TOD KOgpoU AUTpwotp (Wid, c. 1293). 


XXIX, 


(After quoting Eph. i. 13- 15) Aédoras yap els hUTpwoLD TOV 
éy dpaptias, Kat ov auras Ta mavTa KATERTHTATO TO Op Kal 
Iarpi. Kai 7 pos Tovtows étt Kal oO mddat KaTnpynt at VOLS, 
@S umep auTov ovans THS TLOTEDS, Sijdov | Sé OTL THs év Xpior@. 
Kai ei todté éotw arnéés, Tas brép vopov 7) TiaTLS, El wn ws 
Ocw meio TEvKapev TH XpiaT@ ; (vbid.). 


XXX. 


(After quoting Heb. x. 5- 7) Tod Touneat, 0 Ocds, TO OéAnua 
cov. Déeyove THT PLOV TO KOH TO TOU X piarob Taos. LTAny 
avaryeatoy idetv Tis O els TOV KO wov elo epNomevos Hy yep eo 
TOU Koo pov TAVTNTE Kal TAVT ws émrel TOS eta BeBnnev ets aurov 
ef KOT MOU ; Tovyapody, kata hvow t UTapXov umép TAavTa TOV 
Koo HOV, WS Octs Movoyevns, ela BeBnnev els auron, HHepos avTov 
yeyorws, TouTéaTIv dvOpwTos' oT@ TE THY UTep HuoV Tpoa- 
xoptoas Ovoiav, Kal éavTov avabels, cécwKe THY OT’ ovpavov 


(ibid., c. 1296). 


XXXI. 


(A fter quoting 1 Pet. iii. 18-20) ITodXot TOV dyiov avipnvrat 
Tpopytav® GAN ovdels exetvay atroGavety Urep papTe@y elpn- 
Tal, OUTE [LIV Tpooaryaryety meas TO Oe@ Oud Tov (diov Cavadtov' 
GX’ ove ea puse TLS Tots ev purdanh TEV LATE” ITérpaye be 
TOUTO X pio ros, Kat 6e avrob TE Kab EV aAUT@ heAuTpopela, kat 
TO avrod mdbos ny TO KOT KD Turi ploy * ‘Ar éBave ToiWUY U omep 
MOV, ovx OS dvb perros | els UTupKXwov TOV Kav’ Huds, GNX’ @S 
Ocds év capKi, THs amtavtTwy CwoHs avTadrAaypa TO Udiov 
capa odous (ibid.). 


A ppendia. liit 


XXXII. 
(After quoting John xil. 24, 25) "Eoti 6 od apdhiroyor, ote 


/ As € ig > al / c \ > an n 3 
CEOWOTAL TAS O KODLOS, ATOVAVOVTOS UTEP QUTOU TOU EK ppa- 


vounr (‘ De recta fide ad reginas,’” Op. Tom. ix., c. 1297), 


XXXII. 


Xpioros Hpmas eEnyopacev ex THS KaTapas TOU voLmou, yevo- 
peevos UIrép mwOv xaTapa. Téyparrras yap ‘Emixatdpatos Tas 
O KpEeu“amevos éml Evhov. Tod vopieKod YpappLaros em aparov 
am opatvorTos Tov év TapaBace Kal aaptia, o un €ida@s apuap- 
Tlav, tovtéate Xpiotos, vmevynvectat TH dSikn, WHdov 
aduK ov Uropmeivas, Kal Tots év apa T peT OUT a Tabav: 
iva 0 TOV OX@Y dvrag.os, t ump Tav TOV arobavav, THs am avrTov 
ameGelas Avon TQ eyKhn Mara, Kal dyopacn THY UT OvpaVvoV 
aiwatl TO iSto. Ovx« dv odv yéyovev cis aTravtav avTdétos, 
elmrep Hv avbporos amvr@s. Hi 6é én vootTo Ocds evnvOparrnkes, 
Kal capKl TH bcia Tabov, ONLY?) T pos avrov uy) oUmTaca KTLOLS, 
Kab aT OX PN ™pos AUTpov THS um ovpavov o mas 
TAapKOs Gavatos: iia yap Hv Tov &x Ocod IIatpos pivtos 


Aoyou (“De recta fide Oratio altera,” § 7, Op. Tom. ix., c. 1344). 


XXXIV. 

beat } 5) a aA b) i / N \ b) / 
Kafixeto év tots tis av@pwrotntos métpols, Kal TO aTrobyyao- 
\ n \ / an 
Kew Tepukos copa KaBov, idiov Te avTO ToLnTdpeEvos, ev ALTO 

\ \ an Wi / lal 
métrov0ev éExwv, Kal tals dvwtdtw ddFats otehavodtat Oia TO 
n \ 

Talos, ws Ot avtov KaTapynoas Tov OGavatov, Kal dmpaKtov 
>! Le \ \ e \ \ € Ls 3 / \ Lé 
atopnvas thy PUopay, ate dn Kal UTdpywv adlapola Kal bur 


(ibid., § 8, Op. Tom. ix., ¢. 1345). 


XXXY., 


‘Eautov o 0 Tios Os a. Lov iepetov TPOTKEKOMLKE TO Oco Kat 
Tlatpl, wa dua TAs éavtovd capKos BonOnon Tots Kadpvoucst Kab 


me.pacopevors (vbrd., § 11, c. 1349). 


XX VE, 


Ti oov Bovrerat Aéywv' Océ pov, Océ pov, tva Ti me éyxaté- 
umes ; Paper TOWUY, OTL TOU TpomaTopos ‘Ada THY OoGeio ay 
avT@ TATHTAVTOS evTohyy, Kal Tov Oeiov ddoyngavtos VOMOv, 
éyeatarérevmral TOS 1) avOpomou puals Tapa Tov Oecod: yeyoue 
de émapatos dua TOOTO, kal Oavatw KaToyos. ‘Erreon dé TO 
memrov60s GVATTOLX CLOG WY els apOapoiav error pun rev O Hovo- 
yevns ToD Ocovd Adyos, émedaBeTo Te OTE pMaTos ABpaap, Kab 
@owwOn Tots deroois, edeu META THS ApxXaias éxelvns 
apas Kab THS émelaaKTOU POopas Katarnear THD 
eyKaTaNELWoy, NY UTéewelvev ev apxats n TOD avOpa- 


liv The Death of Christ 


TOU puats. ‘Qs obv eis oTapxov TOV eyKaTarchelpmever, 
abo Kal avTos TapaT Ang tos Hyuly jer €axev alparos Kat TapKos, 
TO “Iva TL pe SCION Se onoiv: OTEp HV AvovToS évap- 
YOs THY guns acay 1) [Lbv EYKATANELY LY, Kal olov txducw- 
TOVVTOS ep QUT TOV Ilarépa, Kal KANDUVTOS eds eveévelay THY 
ep: Haty @s ép’ EauT@ Kat TPOTO TAaVTOS Yap juiy ryéryovev 


o Xpiotos ayabod Kal api) kal mpokevos (“ De recta fide Oratio 
sited,” Salo Op. Tomine .culoom. 


XXXVII. 


Odxoby érrevsnrep Give pet ov ip TH avOpomou puoet TO KaTap- 
Yioat Gdvatov (exexpatnTo yap t oT avtod, KkaTaxopCovans aut ny 
El$ TOUTO THS apxaias apas éxelvns) dvayKatos 0 Swomo.os: TOU 
Ocod Aoyos ™Y Oavare KATO XOV TUT AES KETO pur, TouTeoTL 
any Kae mwas, ipYovv Thy avOpwrivny, wa Kal TH avrod capKt 
cabarep TL TOV ariacowv Onpiav emimndijoas 0 Gavaros, 
mavontat THs Ka Auay Sagcee @s Tapa Ocod Katapyov- 


pevos (tbid., § 31, Op. Tom. 1x., c. 1376). 


XXXVITTI. 


éyove odaytov o Xpiatos wep TOV ApapTiOVv HuoV, KATA 
tas Ipadbds: tavtyns te evexey HS altias auapriav avtov 
ovondo bar Papen. Tpager yooy 0 mavoopos IIairos étt, Tov 
Ha yvovta apmaptiav, v7rép 7MOv Ga priav éroincev. 0 Ocds 
Kal ILarnp Ondovort. Ov yep Tol dapsv GMapT@AOY yeveo Gat 
Xpiotov* p12 yevorto* arr’ ovta bixaLoy, HGNXov dé avroypyua 
Oeaiog vv, ou yap otde TAIL pLEEW, opaytov é em oig eV O Harnp 
UTép TOY TOU KOC HOV TUpwANLATOD, Kai év tots aropots 
éroyia On, wihpov UTopetvas THY TOLS ayo pols TpeTrodeoTAaTNY. sop 
UKOUY ETEK PEMATO jeev Tots él Tijs vis O KANpOS, 70 Xp hvas 
maGety TOV Gavart TOV, Ola TE TV ev Aba Tapapaciy, Kal THY 
€& éxeivou LEX pts LOY TUpavyre ay dpaptiav. "AXN’ 6 ék Ocod 
Ilazpos Aoyos, 0 0 TOANUS els HepoTyta, Kal piravOpwrntay, yeyove 
caps, ToUTEg TL avO poms, cuppopgos TE mee Tots udp’ apap- 
Tiav Kal TOV NMOAV UTECTH KAT pov. Ds yap 0 TaVvapiaTos 
ypapet TTabnos: Xapitt Oeov UTEP TAVTOS éyevo aro Oavarou, 
Kal THs AT AYT OD Sons auTarhay wa THY €QUTOU pune 
ETOINTATO’ ELS UTEP TAVTOV amébavev, iva ot TAVTES Ocw Giow- 
per, ayralouevou Te Kal Cwo rrovovpevot ola TOD alwatos avTod, 
Sixatovpevol Te Swpeav TH wap avtov yxapite (Kp. xii,” 


Ol. Xxxvi; OD. Lomi. nen200), 


XXXIX, 


‘O heyou QpPTLOS, GVXL TaUTHS EVEKA TIS aittas apiyOas ™pos 
neds, jr ot ameaTtanrbar Tapa Tov Ocod Kal Harpos, & (va Kpun 
TOV KOoLOV, vov &by Kpiaw elvar Tod Kocpov; LTpddndov ody 


Appendia. lv 


apa, Kal ovdauobev appiroyor, 6Tt dedixalmKey Huds, KaTeWn- 
picaro d¢€ THY am whevay Tov prarpovou Onpos. ExBé Pyrat 
yap &&o, TOUTETTW, els aypEloTnTa TavTenh, Kal TiS KaTa TOV 
din TAVT OY apXTS. JravpwGets yap UmEep m av TOV Kab 
Sta TavTas oO ‘E ppavovyr, alma TO idiw THY am dv- 
TOV Sony éfem plato, Kal ouvie 6.’ éavTov 7@ Oem Kat 
ITatpi 16 14s apyaias oixeloTnTos aToTKIpTHaay Yyévos ‘ Hom. 


feeoneaeee Ope Lom. x, c. 009). 


XL, 


‘O oraTnp 0 adm Ov0s, Tod jeyahou Baothéws elK@V, TOU- 
TéCTLY O ios, ) Naparip Kal TO cman yao je THs ovalas TOD 
Iarpos, EQUTOV dédwxen t orep NL@U* Kab TAS dm byt wv Cais 
avTadday wa Thy olKetav uyny érroLncaTo, ovxX iva peovov 
dtacw@on TOV ‘Topann . .. GAN wa Kab thy Ger pyTov TOV 
eOvav cryehny 1a THS TOU Tp RIS aw mrcovetias éFéAnTas (“ Hom. 
acca xii.: Op,.lom: x: ¢. (UL): 


XLI. 


7; \ Cee. ° 3 2 / \ ® \ 
Anpaives Se nutv Erepoy ovdev ev Tovtols TO aia, TAY 
4 \ Q / oe i \ \ c/ S ie ig Aé b 
6Tt TOV GOavatov. “Hws péev yap ovmw cap& Fw o Aoyos, ov 
ce SY n an 
yéyovey alas Oavatov yap éréxeva TAVTEROS u] Cod TE Kal 
fi i 
Cwomro1os €ats puats. ‘Erreids) 6¢ yeyove Kal’ Aas, TOTE O71, 
TOTe TOV THs idias capKos olKerodTar Gavatov, Kab Os 
avTos UTép HuaY TE TEOVAVAL NEYETAL, alipaTL TE TO LOlW KATAK- 
, 6 \ ene sirens \ oN \ 5 ey, “ D) 
ThoacOat THY UT’ OUpavor, Loiav pev cvoay aet (‘ Hom. Pasch. 
Kyl, (Ope tol. X., C.. OL). 


THEODORET 
i 


Tots dpaptavovow 0 Qecds Opire | Tov Oavatoy émutipiov. 
Orepevvav dé 0 5idBonos, olov TLS TUK POS OnLLOS, TOV dvOparoy 
tov Biov, ovdé 70 O MLK pOTATOV avéxeTar mapwoety * anda TO 
Gavate TApATéW TEL THY puaiy. THY avTHY TOlVUY TEpL- 
KEL{LEVOV puow Oeardpevos TOV Seam oTny Xpiarev, T™poondev 
émrubnT OV tov Gavatou Ta aiTla* TOUTO yap Kat 0 Kvpwos ey Tots 
‘pois evaryyed ious ep’ EpXETat 0 TOU Oo [LOU TOUTOU cdpxwv, Kab 
€v éuol evpnoel ovdsév, GAN Gpws Kal ponoev ev pov GBiK ws 
TO Oavato TAapeOwKE® TOUTO TO adixnpa, éxelvou mev TO 
K patos ee tots O€ avOpwTols TOV ddyDY Avew Ev 


(in Patxvir, Op. Tom.1., p. 1067, edit. Schulz, Hale, 1769). 
II. 


A / a a A 
ITepi tov Aeomodtov tadta réyer Xpictod: Kal dyndot cata 
x U rn a \ \ / / 
TUVTOV 70 TE AOLKOY THS THayHS, Kat THY peta Yavatov viKyy. 


lvi The Death of Christ. 


0 yap Pavaros avtod Tas ™ pos Ocov Hiv kaTanrra- 
yas éwpnaato* avros de TOY TAdpov KATAXLT@V Els Ovpavods 


avernpOn (“In Esai.,” cap. lvii. 2, Op. Tom. iL, p. 367). 


1G 


"Autos o povoryevns tov Ocov Aodyos, THv TOD "Adayu épduea- 
[EvOS puow, kal Taons dpwaptias: duragas apvntov, TavTny 
omép ov T POT EVIVOXE, Kal TO Xpéos THS PVTEWS ATooONDS, 
TO Kowov Tavtov avOporav ovéXvaoev OprAnpa (“Ep. ad 


Hom. 5 3Op.- Lom. dilqp. 22). 


IV. 


ict povny elo everyKOVTES, TOV dpapTnparov ay apeow 
edeEducba. émetdy olov Tt AUT pov umép nav o AeardoTns 
Xpiaros TO olKxelov tpocernvoye coma (“In Ep, ad Rom.,”’ 
cap. li, Op. Tom. u11., p. 48). 


Vv. 
‘Treép TOV NILETED@Y GpmapTnparav | 70 maBos Umeuelver, Oras 
exTlon TO 7) LET E POV xpéos. Kab ta 1) avdotacts avtov THY 


KOWIY TAVTOY avaoTacly Tpaypatevontar (vbid., cap. iv., Op. 
Tom, iil, p. 52). 


VAw 


Karas th apaptia avrov Eby TéOvavat* ov yap UMEKELTO 
Bavaro: dpapriav yap ov« évoinoev' andra bia TH 1)pueT Epa 
ie tov Oavatov Katedé~ato (ibid., cap. vi., Op. Tom. iii., 


63), 
Vu. 


Tov TOV GphapTOrABY ws apapTtwrOs FdvaTov wTropel- 
Vas, mrey be THS Gpaptias THY adiKtav, OTL Kal pI) UTOKELMEVOV 
Oavare capa Oavato Tapeo@Ke 1... TODTOV O€ YE OeEapevos 
O1a THY AdiKOV pabov THS dpaptias, eyéveTo AUTpor, os €Vv VEK- 
pots édevbepos, TOV dixaiws vd Tod OavaTov KATEXOMEVOD . Fi Be 
TO yap MET EPOY, dyaiv, amtobédwKe ypéos, Kal Tod vopmou 
meTAnpa@Ke TOV cKxoToV (ibid., cap. vill., Op. Tom, iii., p. 81). 


VII. 


"Hoe&e Tov vomov APOMEVOY TAGL TOLS Be) TAVTa TA év avT@ 
dunyopeupéva PUAATTOVGLY* edeige € mary ovdeva Kara V0 mov 
dixavova Ohya duvdpevor. TAVT OV Tolvuv bm THY apav TOU 
vOpou Yeryevn evar, deiKVUCL TOV X pio tov TAVTYS WAS éhev- 
Qepos avra THs apas® Aeyer Se kal TOV Tp OTOD, Deéypanrat Yep, 
ET KATAQATOS mas 0 Kpe Ha wevos ut Cuhov. Pais apais yep Too 
YOUCU TAYTOV VTOKELMEVOY, TOV KATA TOV VOUOV éTapaToV 
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avuTos KatecéEato Oavaroy, iva THS apas mavtas avOpo- 
Tous édevbépwon, Kal TV ern yryed ev nv Tacw evroyiav dwpn- 


oetat (“In Kp. ad Gal.,” cap. iii, Op. Tom, iii, p. 375). 


IX, 


Ei ayyéXov avery | puaty, KpevTT@V av eyeyover Oavarov. 
érrevd) O€ avOpa@rtrevov Hv 6 avéraBe, dua ev ToD TAaO0US TO TOV 
avepomrwv amwédwKke Kpéos, dia b€ THs Tod TemovOoTos 

Y ’ / \ We sey / « 

TMOMATOS avacTacews THY oiKeiav aTréder~e SUvVapw (“ In Ep. ad 


Heb.,” cap. 11, Op. Tom. ili, p. 560). 


X. 


ITavtwv i760 THY Tod Bavatou duvacTetlay yeyevnuévov, AUTOS 
ouTe os Ocds UTOKELMEVOS. Oavare, abavarov yap exer ry puaw, 
oure pV ws avOpwmos, apapriay yap OvUK emoinae TOU davérou 
THY mpo€evon, oiov TL XUTpOV EauTOV SédwKE, Kal THS éxeivoU 
dovreias dtravtas nrevdépace (“In Ep. i. ad Tim,” cap. 1, Op, 
Tom. iil., p. 648), 


XI. 


Tatta tradov, TO oTavp@ _Tpoonhodtar, oux dwapTnuar wy 
dixas Tivwv* ipaptlay yap OUK emoincen, ovoe evpéedn Sohos é ev 

2 / 
Pegi OfLaT avroD: ade (TIS 1 ET EPAS Pvaews CK TEV OY 
TO Xpéos. Where yao avtn TapaBeBnkvia tod TeTrouNKOTOS 
TOUS VOmOUS.  é€7rELOn opeidouea éxtivery ovK layvoev, avTos 
0 Aconorns codes MNXavaT ac THY Tod OPA LAT OS 
€xTLTLY, Kal Tabrns olov Tiva KT MATA TH pédy haBov, Kal 
Tatra copdrs Kal O“lKaiws olKovoMNna as, amTomXn pot TO XPEOS, 
Kal THY gvow ehevbepoi Kal TOUT@Y papTupEs Aoaias eal 
[TadXos, 0 jev mp0 ToD madous TAUTA Jerrrioas, 0 0 6€ pera TH 
éxBacw eppevevoas THY TPoppyow * TO avTO O€ év aUpoTépoats 
epleyEaro mvsbpa. kal ‘Hoaias pev Toppavev Boa: dvOparos 
év T™ANYD Os, Kab €LO@S pepe poraxiay, yao drehapBavor yap 
avTov ol TO Evo ™ porn /.evov opavres, Urrep TELTT@OV Ajmap- 
THAT OY wobec Bar, Kal OLKAaS TiveLD umep OLKEL@D TAN MEA 


patmv.... adr(g9a 70 IIvedua To dyov Sia tod mpopHtov 
didaoKes, OTe avtos étpavpaticOn dia Tas apaptias par. in 
Kal peparaKic rat dua TAS avopias DLO, a éxOpoi yap ovTes 


Ocod, ate 7 T POT KEKPOUKOTES, macderav Kab TLpew play 
@dhethomev. arrda TAUTNS 7fLels pev OvK émerpatnuer, avTOoS 
dé Taurny Uméemervey o ) Jorn 0 TMETEPOS * uTropetvas Oé 


TAUTNV, THV elpyyny Hpi THY. pos Ocov eOwpngaro beds 
mpoBarov Touyapovyv Kal lepElov eyevETO. Kal omép TavTos TOD 
ryévous mpoonvexOn (AU ahs Sea eee oTos 0 paKapLos: ‘Hoaias 


Kal Ta coTnpLA nut uméderee adn, Kal TOV TADOY TAS aLTias 
édidake. Kat 0 Gedtatos bé€ ITadXos dvtixpus Boa Xpiaros 
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mwas éEnyopacey ék 775 KaTapas TOD vopmov, ryevoevos Sep 
1) LOV KaT apa. yeyparrrac Yap, ‘Enrixatdparos mas 0 Kpewa- 
wevos ert EvAov. elma@v Sé, UTép udv, edecEev, ws avevOuvos 
@Y Kal Tdons apaptias édevlepos, TO HMETEPOVY ATEDWKE 
Xpéos, Kal wuptlors mas oprApagey UTTOKELMEVOUS, Kal 
TOUTOV Xap Soudevew TVaYKATWEVOUS, ehevbepias HELWO EV 
nas, Kal T PUL [LEVOS, Kal TED TO oiKetov ai pa KatTa- 
Barov. 60 Kai érépoO 0 avTos avnp Bog eyo" TLUNS 
nyopacOnuev. Kal wardw,’ATodruTAL, pialy, 0 aoOevns ader- 
hos év TH OF yvooe, dv dv Xpiotos awébave. TovTov yap Kal 
Tov ova otavpod KatedéEato Odvatov. émreidn KaTadpaTov HY 
KaTa TOV vomov ToUTOV TOV FavaTou TO Eidos’ KaTadpaTos é HY 


\ Lg if €C la \ / if, v- 
Kal 4 dvows, oS TapaBeBynxvia Tov vomov’ ... TovTOV yYapLW 
\ \ UA / \ / / Oe 
THY KALYNY AVASEXETAL KATAPAaY, Kal AVEL TavTNY TH 
a) \ J X A / \ a 
adiK@ opayi). [L1) UTOKELWEVOS yap 7H KaTapg,.... Tov Tov 


épaptodav uTéuewe Oavator, Kal Sucdberau TO adaoTopt TO 
KOW® THS PvTseews Sua pevel, TPOHAXOS opod Kab TUVHYyOpoS Ths 
HpeTepas PUTEWS yeyoves, Kab gnow esKOT@S pos TOV TLKPOV 
Lv TUpavyov* ‘“Eddws TAauTrovnpe, Kal TOUS oavTOU Sux T vous 
TeOjpacat, Kal 7 powpata cov eioednrvbev es kapdiay cov, Kal 
Ta Toga cov cuveTpiBn* a@puéas Bo€por, Kal évérrecas ets avrov" 
Ta ume cou amhobevta Onpatpa Tas cas érédnoe yetpas. eime 
yep, Tl Onmoté jou TO oma TO oTaupe Tpoonhoaas, Kal T@ 
Oavare mapemepNyas ; motov «dos dpaptias év euol Beacapevos ; : 
Toiav Tod vou“ouv Oewpnoas wapadBacw; épevvnoovy viv yor 
axpiBtatepov év TO EVAW YyupVOV TODTO Dewpmevos. BrAEBE Kab 
YA@TTAY Kni60s dmndrdaywevny, Kal akony BraBns amacns 
édevlepar, Kal oplarpovs Avpny oudeniay efwbev deFaevous. 
. 2 . EpEUVHTOV THS Wuxis TO Ky para. eay plKPoV yoov evpeO 
Tm pena, KANOS KATEXE'S KaL WANA OLKALWS* ETLTLMLOV 
Yap. TOV hMapTNKOTOY 0 Gavartos. el O€ pndev evpioKers, 
ov o Oetos aT aryopever VO}LOS, TayTa dé faddov, daa éxetvos 
OLaryopever, OUK €@ GE Kare Xew Oo By Ge puis KATEXELV* paddov 6€ 
Kal Tots di drous avoiryo TOU Oavatov TO decm@rnpLon, aé O€ 
cabeipEw povov, @S TOV bpov wapaBeRynxkoTa Tov Oetov. 
0 yap Oetos Gpos TOvS HuapTHKOTAS TO Oavat@ Trapé- 
meme, ov O€ Kal TOY apapTias apiyTov Tapédm@Kas Tots TOD 
Oavatov dSecpots* Kal yéyove cor 4 aTAnoTia aTnveias EoXAaTHS 
aitia’ Kal €va NaSwv abixws, Tavtwv éyunv@eens TOaV 
UTNKO@Y CLKalwss Kal puyov Tpodpyny ovK ed@dipmov, TacaV 
éuéoers THY On KataTofleicav: Kai dwakers amavtas Tots 
Tapovaw apKetcOar, Kal ToY pn TpoonKkorvTay atréyeoOas, 
avapynaOnrte tivos évexev o yeveapyns Adam trapedd0n OavaTa: 
FAVTWV EKELVOS THV TOD Tapadeicov duTaY THY éEouciav AaBav, 
ove npKéabn Tots dodetow, ovdé atréypnoey avT@ 7 adOovias 
ATAVTOY aTOMAVGLS* GAA KaTeTOAUNTE TOU THS YVvOdEws 
dutov, ov THv peTadrdn uv o ILountns amwnyopevKes* Kal amdn- 
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ottav VOOHTAS, Kal TOD fn) TpoonKkovTos émiOuuHnoas, TavTos 
ameatepnln Tov mapadeiooy. TOUTOLS Gé TOLS emuTep.iols UTrO- 
Baro. adyKov yap, TOV [ev Camarnbevra TOLAUT HY drropeiva 
Cnpiay, TOV O¢ eCarratnoavta un Tovar ny UToTTHYaAt TLL@PLAV * 
Exrewy Tolvuy Kal ov, THY Kara TOV MapTNKOT OY éEov- 
olay NaBov, AWO T@LaTOS apapriay ovdemtav é epyacapevon, 
EKBnOt TAS é£ouctas, exorn THS Tupavyidos. mavtas é\ev- 
Jepaow tod Gavatov' Ovy ATNOS eNEM XP@MEVOS, ANN’ ENE@ 
Otxkaiw, ovdé TH THS Seamoretas eoucia, aN efovcia 
Sucala. amodédaxa yap umeép TOU yevous TO X Péos. 
ob ddbethav yap Oavator, Gavarov Umepelva, Kal a) UTrOKEL- 
pevos Oavato, UTredeEaunv Tov Pavatov, Kal avevOuvos @V, evEY- 
papny Tols uTEevOuvols, Kal OfAnMaATOS UMapXov édevepos, 
UETA TOV OPELAOVTMY ard Ov. éFeTio a TolvuY TO THS 
picews OdAnMa, Kal OdvaTov AbLKoV Umousivas, KaTO- 
ANV@ TOV SiKaLOVY. TOUS eVSiKWS KATEXO{LEVOUS, GOlK@S KaTAaC- 
xeGets, THs eLpKT HS amore. Brerre TO Ypaupatetoy THs ducews 
ATNAELLLEVOV, a) TK pe TIS apaptias Onpute. Brerre auto TO 
oTAUpe Tpoonhwoevor, Kab TOV YpaLLaTov THS dpaptias demnnh- 
Narymevon. Brére avTo Trovnpias Uroypapny ov dedeypevov. ... 
TOU 6é Xpéous ext Oévtos, Tpoonkel TOUS TOUTOU Xap 
KaGetpyuévous THS elpKTHS amarharyivat, Kal THY ™potepav 
éXNevOeptav amoraBeiv, Kal eis TO TaTppov Ywplov 
érmravenGety (“De Providentia,” Orat. x. Op. Tom. iv., pp. 
666-672). 


XII. 


‘Aroxpy) fovn TOV TwTHPLOV Tabnpatav n pevnyen oBécat 
Kal THY axmatovo av abupiav: UTép yap THS TOV av pom ov 
TabTa, yeyevntas pvoews, TOV yap Odvatov 0 Aeororns KaTehuaen, 
ovK iva ev copa KpelTTOV aropnvy Oavatov* add’ iva dv éxeivov 
THY KoWnY avactaciw mpaynatevonta: (“ Kp. vii,” Op. Tom. 


iva, Dy L066). 


OLY, 


‘Trép fev TOV TeapTnKor@y FOPATOV TO avapaprntoy avTOv 
TPOTEVHVOXE THUG, Umrep O€ TOV puxov THY maons erevdepay 
Knridos* bia Tol ToOTO Kab THs KoWHs avactdcews exomev THY 


érmrida (“ Ep. cxxv.,” Op. Tom. iv., p. 1209). 


XIV. 


\ 
Ta mperepa otKeloupevos oTOLa THs pucews yéryovev. GQUTOS 
yap Tas cpapTias nov eae, Kal Tas vooovs éBactacey 


(“ Ep, ad Heb.,” cap. ii, Op. Tom. iii, p. 556). 
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MAXIMUS TAURINENSKS. 


Z 


“Cum homo passioni addicitur, non morti traditur, sed 
mortis in eo facinus emendatur: hoc enim egit Dominus per 
hominem, quem suscepit, ut dum innocens patitur, preevari- 
cationis illius diabolicee in eo inobedientia corrigatur, et dein- 
ceps liber a culpa fieret, et liber a morte” (Hom. i, “De 
Passione et Cruce.” In Bibliotheca Maxima, Tom. vi., p. 20). 


LE: 


“ Passio Illius nostra redemptio est, mors Ejus vita nostra 
est... . Bonus ideo in nos ita esse voluit, ut ante in se esset 
immitis ; auferens enum per crucem humanr generis injurias, 
ommes eas in sud passione conswmpsit, ut ulterius non esset 
homint quod noceret” (Hom. ii., abid., p. 20). 


III, 


“Dicit.... Deus Deus meus respice in me; et reliqua. 
Quare assumpti hominis agit causam, ut interrogare quodam- 
modo videatur, dicens Deus omnium qui es Deus meus, cur me 


dereliquisti? .... Hee autem dicit, ut manifestaret propter 
nos se esse derelictum, quorum peccata portabat’’ (Homilize 
Hyemales, “ Dominica in ramis palmarum’’: in “ Heptas 


Preesul.,” p. 209). 


PETRUS CHRYSOLOGUS. 
ie 


“ Resurrexit propter justrficationem nostram.  Manente 
condemnatione justificari non potest condemnatus: nos ergo 
quos primi culpa sic parentis addixerat, ut mors obnowtos sibt 
jure retineret, Christus ccelestis et verus parens soluta mortis 
condemmatione per mortem propriam resurrectionem justificat : 
ut non reus pereat, sed reatus: ipsaque pena: id est mors, 
quee reos fuerat jussa percellere, merito deficiat: et suse amittat 
infulas potestatis ’ (Serm. cx., Op., p. 163. August., 1758). 


if, 


“Gaudete, fratres, quia peccatum, quod nos gravi pondere 
deprimebat ad tartarum, a Christo sublatum est, in tartara jam 
demersum : et nos, quos morti culpa prime parentis addix- 
erat, secundi et Divini parentis gratia a pena revocavit ad 
vitam ” (Serm, cxi.,; Op., p. 165). 
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PROCLUS. 
I. 


“Tot tantosque mors decerpsit, universosque exhorbuit : 
absorbuit autem unum, ac nolens volens mundum universum 
evomuit, Vide enim diaboli hodierna die adversum eum nequi- 
tiam, qui nihil mortis reus erat. Ministros armavit ut com- 
prehenderent. ... Verum stetit ille longanimiter sustinens audax 
illud facinus, quo solveret maledictionem ” (Orat. x1., “ In Dom. 
Pass.” In Bibliotheca Maxima, Tom. vi, p. 605. Lugdun.,, 
LG7 7), 


1) 


“Clamat infernus: Non erat purus homo, qui huc descendit : 
novi quid sum passus: quem enim ut captivum susceperam, 
ut Deum omnipotentem inveni” (Orat. xui., “In Sanctum 
Pascha,” In B. M., Tom. vi., p. 606). 


LEO MAGNUS. 
L. 


“Dei filius secundum plenitudinem temporis, quam divini 
consilii inscrutabilis altitudo disposuit, reconciliandam autori 
suo naturam generis adsumpsit humani: ut inventor mortis 
diabolus per ipsam, quam vicerat, vinceretur” (“In Solemn. 
Nativ.,” Serm.i. In “ Heptas Prees.,” p. 13, c. 1). 


it 


“Salva igitur proprietate utriusque substantie, et in unam 
coeunte personam, suscipitur a majestate humilitas, a virtute 
infirmitas, ab eternitate mortalitas: et ad rependendum 
nostre conditionis debitwm, natura inviolabilis naturz est 
unita passibili, Deusque verus et homo verus, in unitatem 
Domini temperatur, ut quod nostris remediis congruebat, unus 
atque idem Dei hominumque Mediator, et mori posset ex uno, 
et resurgere posset ex altero” (cbid., p. 13, c. 2). 


Lis 


“Libertatem itaque innocentiz naturalis, quam primorum 
parentum prevaricatione perdidimus, nulla per se sanctorum 
preecedentium merita receperunt: quia lata im transgressores 
sententia, omnem progeniem captive posteritates obstrinxit, 
et nemo extitit exors a damnatione, quia nullus fuit liber a 
crimine. Sed redemptio Salvatoris destruens opus diabolr, 
et rumpens vincula peccati, ita magne pietatis suse disposuit 
sacramentum: ut usque ad consummationem quidem mundi, 


+ 


© 


lxii The Death of Christ. 


prefinita generationum plenitudo decurreret, sed renovatio 
originis indiscretze fidei ad omnia retro szecula pertineret. In- 
carnatio quippe Verbi, et occisio ac resurrectio Christi univer- 
sorum fidelium salus facta est: et sanguis wnius justi, quem 
nobis Pater donavit, quia eum pro reconciliatione mundi 
credimus fuswm, hoc contulit patribus qui similiter credidere 
fundendum” (Sermo xii, “De Pass. Dom.,” in “ Heptas Prees.,” 
Dee Orly: 


IV. 


“ Justus enim et misericors Deus, non sic injuria Suze volun- 
tatis est usus, ut ad reparationem nostram, solam potentiam 
benignitatis exereret: sed quia consequens fuerat, ut homo 
faciens peccatum, servus esset peccati: sic medicina egris, sic 
reconciliatio reis, sic redemptio est impensa captivis, ut con- 
demnationis juste sententia, justo liberatoris opere solve- 
retur. Nam si pro peccatoribus sola se opponeret Deitas, non 
tam ratio diabolum vinceret, quam potestas” (Serm. v., ibid., 
DOL ere2): 


Nf 


“ Admittit ergo in se filius Dei impias manus, et quod sevien- 
tium furore agitur, patienti potestate complevit. Hoc enim 
erat illud magne pietatis sacramentum, quod Christus consec- 
tabatur injurlis: quas si aperta potentia et manifesta virtute 
propelleret, divina tantum exerceret, non humana curaret. In 
omnibus autem, que illa popularis et sacerdotalis insania 
contumeliose et procaciter inferebat, mnostree diluebantur 
macule, nostre expiebantur offense: quia natura, que in 
nobis victa semper fuerat atque captiva, in illo innocens 
patiebatur et libera, ut ad auterendum peccatum mundi, ille 
agnus se hostiam offerret, quem et omnibus corporalis sub- 
stantia jungeret, et ab omnibus spiritalis origo discerneret” 
(Serm. v., abid., p. 52, c. 1). 


Wil. 


“ Patientia Domini consilii sui munus implevit, et pertinacia 
sacrilegee crudelitatis profecit operi Salvatoris, quod non Scribe, 
non Pharissei, nec summi intellexere Pontifices. Sz enim cog- 
novissent, nunquam Dominum gloriw crucifiaissent. Nec 
ipse itaque diabolus intellexit, quod seviendo in Christum, 
suum destrueret principatum : guar antique fraudis jwra non 
perderet, si se a Domini Jesu sanguine contineret. Sed 
malitia nocendi avidus, dum irruit, ruit ; dum capit, captus est; 
dum persequitur mortalem, incidit in Salvatorem ” (Serm. 1x., 
ibid., p. 56, c. 2). 
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VII. 


“Effusio pro injustis sanguinis justi, tam potens fuit ad 
privilegium, tam dives ad pretium, ut si universitas captivorum 
in Redemptorem suum crederet, nullum tyrranida vincula 
retinerent: Quoniam, sicut Apostolus ait, wht abundavit pec- 
catum superabundavit et gratia. Et cum sub peccati preeju- 
dicio. nati potestatem acceperint ad justitiam validius donum 
factum est libertatis, quam debitum servitutis. Quam itaque 
sibi in hujus sacramenti presidio spem relinquunt, qui in Sal- 
vatoris nostri corpore negant humane substantize veritatem ? 
Dicant, quo sacrificio reconciliati? Quo sanguine redempti ? 
Quis est, gui tradidit semetipsum pro nobis oblationem et 
hostiam Deo wm odorem wm odorem suavitatis? Aut quod 
unguam sacrificlum sacratius fuit, quam quod verus Pontifex 
altart Crucis per immolationem suce carnis vmposurt ? 
Quamvis enim in conspectu. Domini multorum sanctorum 
pretiosa mors fuerit, nullius tamen insontis occisio, propitiatio 
fuit mundi, Acceperunt justi, non dederunt: et de fidelium 
fortitudine exempla nata sunt patientiz, non dona justitie. 
Singulares quippe in singulis mortes fuerunt, nec alterius quis- 
quam debitum suo funere solvit, cum inter filios hominum solus 
Dominus noster Jesus exhiberet, in quo omnes Crucifiar, omnes 
mortur, omnes sepulti, omnes etiam sint suscitatc” (Sermo xii., 
“We Pass. Dom.,” in “ Heptas Prees.;” p. 59, ce 2). 


VIII, 


“Quid aliud enim egit crux Christi, quam ut destructis 
imimicitiis, et reconciliatur mundus Deo, et per sacrificiwm 
immaculat. agni veram wm pacem cuncta revocentur ” 
(Sermo xiii, 2bid., p. 60, ¢. 2). 


10.6 


“ Omnipotentia fili1 Dei, qua per eandem essentiam sequalis 
est Patri, potuisset humanum genus a dominatu diaboli, solo 
imperio sue voluntatis eruere: nisi divinis operibus maxime 
congtuisset, ut nequitiz hostilis adversitas, do eo quod vicerat, 
vinceretur, et per ipsam materiam naturalis repararetur libertas, 
per quam generalis fuerat illata captivitas” (Serm. xvi., abid., 
ol er. 2 |, 


xe, 


“Quamvis enim ad salutem humani generis pertineret passio 
Salvatoris, et seternzee mortis vincula temporali sint Domini 
morti dirupta: aliud tamen crucifixi patientia, aliud crucifi- 
figentium egit insania, nec ad eosdem rerum exitus misericordia, 
et ira tendebat : cum per ejusdem sanguinis effusionem Christus 
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solveret mundi captivitatem, Judei interficerent omnium 
redemptorem” (Sermo xix., “De Pass. Dom.,” in “ Heptas 
Lista soi ce 1), 

XI. 


¢ 


“De ineffabili potentia factum est, ut cum homo verus est in 
Deo inviolabili, et Deus verus est in carne passibili, conferretur 
homini gloria per contumeliam, incorruptio per supplicium, vita 
per mortem. Nisi enim verbum caro fieret, et tam solida con- 
sisteret unitas in utraque natura, ut a suscipiente susceptam, 
nunquam valeret ad eternitatem redire mortalitas. Sed ad- 
fuit nobis in Christo singulare presidium, ut in natura passi- 
bili, mortis conditio non “maneret, quam impassibilis essentize 
recepisset, et per 1d quod non poterat mori, posset id quod 
mortuum est suscitary”’ (Sermo xix., ibid., p. 67, ¢. 2). 


XII. 


“(Quia invidia diaboli mors introivit in orbem terrarum, et 
aliter solvi captivitas humana non potuit, nisi causam nostram 
ipse susciperet, qui sine majestatis sue damno, et verus homo 
fieret, et solus peccati contagium non haberet: divisit sibi opus 
nostre reparationis misericordia Trinitatis: ut Pater propi- 
tiaretur, Filius propitiaret, Spiritus Sanctus igniret” (“De 
Pentecoste,”’ Serm. ii, “ Hodiernam.” In “ Heptas Prees.,” p. 76, 
ce. 1; also in “ Tract. adv. Eutych.,” p. 185, c. 1). 


XIII. 


“Nam quia gloriabatur diabolus, hominem sua fraude decep- 
tum, divinis caruisse muneribus, et immortalitatis dote nuda- 
tum, duram mortis subisse sententiam, seque in malis suis 
quoddam de preevaricatoris consortio invenisse solatium, Deum 
quoque, justitize exigenteratione, erga hominem, quem in tanto 
honore condidierat, propriam mutasse sententiam: opus fuit 
secreti dispensatione consilii, ut incommutabilis Deus (cujus 
voluntas non potest sua benignitate privari) primam erga nos 
pietatis sue dispensationem, sacramento occultiore compleret, 
et homo diabolice iniquitatis versutia actus in culpam, contra 
Dei propositum non periret”’ (“ Epist. x. ad Flavianum,” “ The 
Tome,” cap. 11. In “ Heptas Daeaae PED LOO CG. 2). 


GELASIUS CYZICENUS, 


?Emi TpLeTh) ypovov Kat TeTapTov apSauevov oUTwS €7t 70 
vTép Hypev Exova Lov avTOD TwmaTLKOY epxeTau mados nuty yap 
KeXpewaTnTo TLpopia oTaupov. Gdn EL TayTEs eoTavpobnper, 
ove éavTous ex TOD Oavarov apTracat ioxdoaper. éPactr\evce 

\ Ae ne 
yap 0 Oavatos amd ’Adau méxpt Mwciws Kai éri tovs un auap- 
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THTAVTAS. TONDO! yvot, TONAL TpobHTat, TodAol Sikator. Kab 
ovdels avrav THS TOD Oavatouv éfoucias EavTov ndvvnIn AUTPO- 
cacbat. add Oov adTos 6 TOY TAYTwWY TwTIP, Kal TAS HutY 
VpewoToupéevas Tytwpias els tv €& Huav, avd nuav, Urép Huav 
avaudpTytov avtod vresé~ato capKa.... avTn  THS éx«Anolas 
GTOTTOALKN KAL GLOLNTOS ThaTLs, HY Tiva advwOev Tap’ adTod 
tov Kupiov ova tay amrootéNwy ex Tpoyovay eis éxydvous Tapa- 
doGetcay  éxkXnoia moesBever, Kal vov Kal eis aet TavTny 
xpatet (Mansi, Tom. ii., c. 876. Florence, 1759). 


VIGILIUS TAPSENSIS. 


“Quia reconciliationis sacramentum immaculatum flagitabat 
sacriticium, talis hostia requirenda fuerat quee ita media esset 
inter Deum et homines, ut et morti succumberet per illud quod © 
hominis habebat, et mortem revinceret per quod in se divini- 
tatis tenebat. Hinc Apostolus ait: Nam etsi crucifixus est ex 
infirmitate nostra, sed vivit ex virtute Der. Igitur per hane 
oblationem mortis sus gue de nostro illi fuerat, mediatoris 
officio usus reconciliavit nos Deo, sicut Apostolus dicit: Sienvm 
cum wmimicr essemus, reconciliati sumus Deo per mortem 
Filia eyus”’ (“Contra Hutych.,” Lib. v., §§ 15, 16, Op. p. 71, 
edit. Chifflet). 


CASARIUS ARELATANUS. 


“Mox ferruginei janitores descendente Christo .... sub- 
murmurant. . . . Invasor est iste, non debitor; exfractor est, 
non peccator. . .. Illusus est preeliator noster in mundo; 
nescivit quam hic stragem procuraret inferno crux illa fallens 
gaudia nostra, parturvens damna nostra. Per lignum ditati 
sumus, per lignum evertimur” (Hom. i. In Migne, Patrol. , 
Lat., Tom. Ixvii., c. 1043). 


FULGENTIUS RUSPENSIS. 


“ Hic in humana natura, in qué Mediator Dei et hominum 
factus est, justitiam habuit ex patre, mortem ex matre, qui 
peccatum nec nascendo nec vivendo contraxit, ut ab ipso acci- 
-peremus justitiam, per quam mortis eterne vinculo solveremur, 
ut per eum et in hac vita justi, et post hanc vitam vmmortales 
esse possemus, Ipse igitur in similitudine carnis peccati mira- 
' biliter, quia singulariter natus, solus est masculus adaperiens 
vulvam, qui in veritate sanctus Domino vocaretur. . . . Ideo 
solus est, 7m quo princeps mundi hujus verrens nihil invenit, 
solus homo sine adjutorio inter mortuos liber, solus qui non 
noverat peccatum, et ob hoc sufficit, wt pro nobis peccatum 
fieret, id est sacrificium pro peccatis, ut nos essemus justitia 
Dei in ipso. Solus panis qua de ceelo descendit dat vitam 
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mundo, panis autem quem dat, caro ejus pro vita mundi. 
Caro utique justi atque immortalis Dei, cujus acceptatione 
justitia conferter illi carni, que nascetur cum pcena mortis et 
pollutione peccati” (“De Incarn.,” cap. xii. In “Heptas 
Preesul.,” p. 640. Paris, 1661). 


CASSIODORUS. 
I. 


“Sperat Redemptorem Gentium venire, qui mundi maculas 
possit abstergere, qui vivificet mortuos, sanet cegrotos; et quod 
ligatum fuerat lege peccati, possit morte ipsa moriente dissolvi” 
(“ Expositio in Psalm. exix.” [118], v. 114, Op. Tom. i1., p. 416, 
edit. Ben. Rotom., 1679). 


Il. 


“Morte Domini momentanea, mors perpetua victa est, que 
sibi dominatum in humano genere vindicabat” (Expos. in - 
Psalm. liv.,” v. 4, Op. Tom. ii, p. 183). 


see 


“In causam mean respice, non in penam; pena enim 
sceleratis videbatur esse consimilis”” (“ Expos. in Psalm. xxxiv.,” 
Vec0, Op yl omit «pd by); 


iN 


“Non enim insatiabilis mors aliter poterat vinci, nisi vita 
tyrranidis ejus januas introisset ”’ (“ Expos. in Psalm. i.” v. 1, 
Op. Lomsis sp. 20). 


PROCOPIUS GAZAUS. 


I. 


To S€ AUTpOV... py ert PO0pa Tabdv, aX’ érl Cw7 KocpMoV* 
OTe wérovdey avtTl Stkaiwy Kal adikwy, Kabapov Kab pi) 
Kkabapov (“In Num.,” p. 410, edit. Ben.; Op. Tom. 1., c. 845, 
edit. Migne). 


i, 
“ Aries mactatus ab interitu redemit Isaacum; sic Dominus 
occisus, salvavit nos ab impendente zeterna morte. . . . Ex ove 


conspecta cognovit [Abraham] passionem Christi” (ebid., p. 145; - 
Op. Tom. i. c. 391, edit. Migne). 


III. 


“Nos sanctos prestat passio Christi interventu aque con- 
scientiam nostram purgans” (ibed., p. 333; Op. Tom. 1, ¢. 707, 
edit. Migne). 


Appendix. Ixvil 


IV. 


"Enacye 5é 80 nuds, GTAaNAGTTOY TLULwpias ris ek TOV 
ALapTNUaTOV opethomerns Thy ivOpwmornta .... Hy yap 
arnbas BeBnropévos, OTL yeyouer UTEP ULV xatdpa aan 
IlévrovOev odv OvK els Ldvov Xpéos (apaptiay yap ovK émroi- 
NoeVv), GN Els HméeTEpOV.... ~Lrép yap iuav TO mos, 
avTob bev TH melpa uTeAOovTos Tas UBpes, Tiater O€ HUaV 
olkevoupéveay TA TWAO0N «~~. + TAS yap Api operropevas 
éfétice paotiyas.... 0 Ilatnp avtov trép nuav avti- 
ruyov womep tapédwxev (ibid., “ Com. in Isaiam,” pp. 600-602, 
edit. Ben.; Op, Tom. 1i., c, 2521-2524, edit. Migne). 


PRIMASIUS. 


i 


“Cum omnibus non merentibus gratis peccata, audi gratis, et 
tace de meritis. Per gratiam ipsius. Quia quod non debebat, 
pro nobis exolvit, ut nos gratis redemptos salvaret ” (“ Comment. 
in Ep. ad Rom.,” i. 24, In Bibliotheca Maxima, Tom. x., 
p. 150. Lugdun., 1677). 


ie 


“Empti estis pretio magno. Redempti ergo sumus de morte, 
cul per peccatum venditi fueramus. . . . Quam mortem Christus 
evicit, qui peccatum non fecit, quia omnes debitores eramus 
morti per peccatum. Ille autem se tradidit morti, cui nihil 
debebat, ut nos suo sanguine a morte redimeret ” (zbid.). 


Tee 


“Ad ostensionem justitiz sue. In hoc dicit ostendisse 
justitiam, quod indefensam tenuit pro emendationis nostree 
expectatione patientiam, ita nobis sit misericordia remissionis, 
dum ille patitur, qui nihil peccavit, quia omnia Deus juste 
facit. Juste ergo diabolus perdidit debitorem, quia injuste 
occidit innocentem” (“In Rom.,” in. 25, p. 150). 


IV. 


“Tdeo solus Pontifex cum sanguine intrabat semel in Sancta 
Sanctorum, ut discamus, quia eceleste regnum inaccessibile erat 
adhue mortalibus, quoadusque veniret Christus, qui expleta 
passione aperiret ‘nobis Januam patric coelestis, reserato velo ; 
id est, celo” (Comment, in Ep. ab Heb.,” cap. ix. In Bib. 
Moxy Lome %:,.p. 26:7): 
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GREGORIUS MAGNUS. 
i; 


“Mediator Dei et hominum, homo Christus Jesus, ut culpas 
nostre transgressionis extingueret, veuit mortalitatis nostree 
flagella tolerare : sed quia unius cum Patre ejusdemque naturee 
est, quomodo per Satan motum se adversus eum Pater asserit, 
cum constet quod Patris Fillique concordiam nulla potestatis 
ineequalitas, nulla voluntatis diversitas interrumpat? Sed 
tamen isdem, qui Patris equalis est per Divinitatem, venit 
propter nos ad flagella per carnem. Que uimirum flagella non. 
susciperet, nisi formum damnats hominis redvmendo suwm- 
sesset”’ (“ Moral.,” Lib: iii., cap. xiv., § 26, Op. Tom, 1, e764 
edit. Ben. Venet., 1744). 

ce, 


“Frustra afflictus est, qui et culpz ultione pressus est; et 
culps contagio inquinatus non est. Frustra afflictus est, qui 
incarnatus, propria admissa non habuit, et tamen pwnam car- 
nalium sine culpa suscepit. Hine est enim quod per Pro- 
phetam loquitur, dicens: Que non rapur, tune exolvebam 
(Ps. Ixvili. 5). Alius namque ad paradisum conditus, Divine 
potentize similitudinem superbe rapere voluit: sed tamen 
culpam hujus superbre sine culpa Mediator exolvit” (ibid., 
Vib. i.;. cap. xiv,’ § 27,-Op.'Tom. 1, c.734, edit. Ben. “Vener, 
1744). 

II. 

“Sed pensandum est, quomodo justus sit, et omnia juste dis- 
ponat, si eum, qui non debet puniri, condemnet. Mediator 
etenim noster punirl pro semetipso non debuit: quia nullum 
culpze contagium perpetravit. Sed si apse indebitam non sus- 
cuperet, numquam nos a debita morte liberaret. Pater ergo 
cum justus sit, gustwm puniens, omnia juste disponit: quia 
per hoc cuncta justificat, quod ewm qua sine peccato est, pro 
peccatoribus damnat: ut eo electa omnia ad culmen justitie 
surgerent, quo is, qui est super omnia, damna «vnjustitre 
nostre sustineret. . . . Rubigo quippe vitil purgari non potuit, 
nisi igne tormenti. Venit itaque sine vitio, qua se subjrceret 
sponte tormento: ut debita nostre iniquitati supplicia, €o 
reos suos juste amitterent, quo hunc a semetipsis liberwm 
unjuste tenurssent. Frustra ergo et non frustra afflictus est: 
qui in se quidem admissa non habuit, sed cruore proprio reatus 
nostri maculam terset” (abid., Lib. iii., cap. xiv., § 27, Op. 
Tom. 1. c. 84, 85, edit. Ben. Venet., 1744). 


IN; 


“Cum se pro nostra redemptione Dominus membrorum 
Satanz manibus tradidit: quid aliud quam ejusdem Satanz 
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manum in se sevire permisit ; ut unde ipse exterius occumberet, 
inde nos exterius seueraees liberaret ?” (“Moral.,’ Lib. ii 
cap. xvi. § 29, Op. Tom. i., c, 85, edit. Ben. Venet., 1744). 


Wig 


“ Redemptor humani generis, mediator Dei et hominis per 
carnem factus, quia justus in hominibus solus apparuit, et 
tamen ad poenam culpa, etiam sine culpa pervenrt, et homi- 
nem arguit ne delinqueret, et Deo obstitit ne fervret : exempla 
Innocentiz prabuit, penam mulitie suscepit. Patiendo ergo 
utrumque arguit, qui et culpam hominis, justitiam aspirando, 
corripuit, et iram Judicis moriendo temperavit : atque in utris- 
que manum posuit, quia et exempla hominibus que imitarentur, 
preebuit, et Deo in se opera, quibus erga homines placaretur, 
ostendit. .. . Venit itaque novus homo ad homines, contra- 
dictor ad culpam, amicus ad pwnam; mira monstravit, crudelia 
pertulit. Manum ergo suam in ambobus posuit: quia unde 
reum recta docuit, inde iratum judicem placavit” (abid., Lib. ix., 
cap. xxxvili., § 61, Op. Tom. i., c. 317, edit. Ben. Venet., 1744). 


ele 


‘“Redemptor noster ad redemptionem nostram veniens, et non 
peccavit, et amaritudinem pertulit; quia penam culpe nostre 
sine culpa suscepit” (ibid., Lib. xiii, cap. xxx., § 34, Op. Tom. 1, 
c. 429, edit. Ben. Venet., 1744). 


ViIT. 


“Dominus diabolum, quantum ad faciem spectat, non virtute, 
sed ratione superavit. Ipse namque diabolus in illa nos paren- 
tis primi radice supplantans, sub captivitate sud, quasi juste 
tenuit hominem, qui libero arbitrio conditus, ei injusta suadenti 
consensit. Ad vitam namque conditus in libertate proprice 
voluntatis, sponte sua factus est debitor mortis. Delenda ergo 
erat talis culpa, sed nisi per sacrificium deleri non poterat. 
Querendum erat sacrificium: sed quale sacrificium poterat pro 
absulvendis hominibus inveniri? Neque enim justum fuit, ut — 
pro rationali homine brutorum animalium victime cederentur. 

. Ergo ut rationalis esset hostia homo fuerat offerendus: ut 
vero a peccatis mundaret hominem, homo, et sine peccato. .. . 
Proinde venit propter nos in uterum virginis Filius Dei, ibi pro 
nobis factus est homo, Sumpta est ab illo natura, non culpa. 
Fecit pro nobis sacrificium, corpus suum exhibuit pro pecca- 
toribus, victimam sine peccato, quee et humanitate mori, et 
justitia mundare potuisset” (ibid., Lib. xvii., cap. xxx., § 46, 
Op. Tom. ix., c. 552), 
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VIII. 


“Ubi potuit [diabolus] aliquid facere, ibi ex omne parte 
devictus est: et unde accepit exterius potestatem Dominicee 
carnis occidend, inde interior potestas ejus, qua nos tenebat, 
occisa est. Ipse namque interius victus est, dum quasi vicit 
exterius: et qui nos jure debitores mortis tenuit, jure in nobis 
jus mortis amisit: quia per satellites suos ejus carnem perl- 
mendam appetit, in quo nil ex culpee debito invenit. Dominus 
ergo noster pro nobis mortem solvit indebitam, ut nobis mors 
debita non noceret” (“ Moral.,” Lib. xvii, cap. xxx., § 46, Op. 
Om lesc 02 woDO): 


IX. 


“Nos omnes cum nolumus, morimur; quia ad solvende panw 
debitum culpee nostree conditione coarctamur : ille autem, quia 
nulli admixtus est culpse, nulli ex necessitate saccubuit pcene. 
Sed quia culpam nostram dominando subdidit, penam nostram 
miserando suscepit” (ibid., Lib. xxiv., cap. iL, § 3, Op. Tom 1., 
ce. 761, edit. Ben. Venet., 174+). 


v.& 


“Quis nesciat quod in hamo esca ostenditur, aculeus occul- 
tatur? Esca enim provocat, ut aculeus pungat. Dominus 
itaque noster ad humani generis redemptionem veniens, velut 
quemdam de se in necem diaboli hamum fecit. Assumpsit 
enim corpus, ut in eo Behemoth iste quasi escam suam mortem 
carnis appeteret. Quam mortem dum in alo inguste appetit, 
nos quos quasi juste tenebat, amisit. In hamo ergo ejus in- 
carnationis captus est, quia dum in illo appetit escam corporis, 
transfixus est aculeo divinitatis. Ibi quippe inerat humanitas, 
quee ad se devoratorem duceret: ibi Divinitas que perforaret : 
ibi aperta infirmitas quee provocaret: ibi occulta virtus, que 
raptoris faucem transfigeret. In hamo igitur captus est; quia 
inde interiit, unde devoravit. Et quidem Behemoth iste Filium 
Dei incarnatum noverat, sed redemptionis nostree ordinem 
nesciebat. Sciebat enim quod pro redemptione nostra incar- 
natus Dei filius fuerat, sed omnino quod idem Redemptor noster 
illum moriendo transfigerct, nesciebat” (vbid., Lib, xxxiil., 
cap. vii., § 14, Op. Tom. i, c. 1085, edit. Ben. Veunet., 1744). 


XI. 


“Res interna dispensatione disposita, nulla valuit machina- 
tione refragari. Expediebat namque ut peccatorum mortem 
juste morientium solveret mors justi unjuste morventis. Quod. 
quia Leviathan iste usque ad tempus passionis illius ignoravit, 
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quasi more avis illusus, Divinitatis ejus laqueum pertulit, dum 
humanitatis ejus escam momordit” (“Moral.,” Lib. xxxiu., 
cap. xv., § 31, Op. Tom. i, c. 1095, edit. Ben. Venet., 1744). 


DAE 


“Qua major culpa, quam illa, qua omnes morimur? qua 
major bonitas, quam illa, per quam a morte liberamur? Et 
quidem, nisi Adam peccaret, Redemptorem nostrum carnem 
suscipere nostram non oporteret”’ (“In Prim. Regum,” Lib. iv., 
cap. I., Op. Tom. iii, par. il, c. 179, edit. Ben. Venet., 1744. 
Crrlomai.c. 34): 


ISIDORUS HISPALENSIS. 


I 


“Quamvis ordinem nostre liberationis nescierit diabolus, — 
scivit tamen quod pro salutatione hominum Christus advenit, 
sed quod sua idem nos morte redimerit ignoravit ; unde et eum 
occidit. Nam si ille Christum per mortem redimere humanum 
genus scisset, non eum utique peremisset. ... Christus, sicut 
peccatum, quod poena dignum est, non admisit; ita penam 
peccati nostri suscepit, ut per indebitam penam suam de- 
bitam aboleret culpam nostram, ut per hoc amitteret diabolus 
quos reos tenebat, dum unum interfecit, qui nihil peccati ad- 
miserat. Ideoque quos juste tenuit amisit, quia wnjuste 
Redemptorem nostrum occidit. Illusus est diabolus morte 
Domini, quasi avis. Nam ostensa Christus sue carnis mortali- 
tate, quam interimendam ille appetebat, abscondit divinitatem, 
ut laqueum quo eum, velut avem improvidam, prudenti irretiret 
decipula. Nam sz innox Christus non occideretur, homo 
diabolo addictus per prevaricationem non absolveretur. 
Diabolus dum in Christo carnem humanitatis impetit, que 
patebat, quasi hamo divinitate ejus captus est, que latebat. 
Est ergo in Christo hamus divinitas, esca autem caro, linea 
genealogia, que ex LEvangelio recitatur” (“ Sententiarum,” 
Lib. i, cap. xiv., §§ 10-14, Op. Tom. vi, p. 150, edit. Ben.; 
c. 567, edit. Migne). 


II. 


“Omnis voluntas diaboli injusta est, et tamen, permittente! 
Deo, omnis potestas justa.... Unde etiam in libris Regum 


1 Here will be found the sufficient explanation of the assertion of 
Hagenbach (“ Hist. of Doct.,” vol. i., p. 377) : ‘The theologians of this 
period differed in so far in their opinions, as some adopted only the more 
general notion of the power which the devil possessed over men, while 
others (especially Augustin) conceded to the devil a real right.” The 
right which Augustin conceded was certainly not an inherent or indepen- 
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de diabolo scriptum est quia Spiritus Domini malus irruebat 
in Saul (1 Reg. xvi. 14). Ubi juste queritur: si Domini, cur 
malus? si malus, cur Domini? Sed duobus verbis compre- 
hensa est et Dei potestas justa, et diaboli voluntas injusta. 
Nam spiritus malus per nequissimam voluntatem, et idem 
Dominus per acceptam justissimam potestatem” (“Senten- 
tiarum,” Lib. 1., cap. vi, $$ 5, 6, Op: Toms -vi., p. 267, edit: 
Ben.; c. 661, edit. Migne). 


ISYCHIUS HIEROSOLYMITANUS. 


I. 


“Hoc enim ea que de Isaac historia explanavit quando 
arietem secundum LXX. in virgulto Sabech, id est in virgulto 
veniee, per quod absolute crucem intelligimus, in qua nostrorum 
peccatorum peracta est venia, ex cornibus conligatum videns 
Abraham immolavit eum, et Sacrificii Christi complevit ima- 
ginem. Unde et de eo Dominus dicebat: Abraham exultavit, 
ut videret diem meum, et vidit, et gavisus est” (“In Lev. V.” 
In Bibliotheca Maxima, Tom. xii, p. 120. Lugdun., 1677). 


II. 


“ Ad propitiationem enim nostram, simulque illuminationem, 
passio salutaris peracta est: unde ipsa passio dicetur propi- 
tiatorium ” (abid., p. 123). 


III. 


“ Sacrificlum coctum, Christi appellat incarnationem, agnum 
Dei, ad hoc enim incarnatus est ut immolaretur. Propter quod 
eum, gui tollit peccata mundi, Joannes Baptista appellavit” 
(“In Levit.,” Lib. i, p. 58). 


ANTIOCHUS MONACHUS. 


“ Caro factus nostri causa passus est cruci se affigi. Is abo- 
levit quod adversum nos erat, chirographum, peccatorum nos- 
trorum factus propitiatio” (“Exomologesis.” In Bibliotheca. 
Maxima, Tom. xi, p. 293. ‘Lugdun., 1677). 


dent right. It depended entirely on ‘‘permittente Deo.” See above, 
. 130. 

So when Archbishop Thomson writes (of the Patristic teaching of 
ransom paid to Satan) : ‘“ Here God appears to treat an inveterate wrong 
as though it had passed into a right” (“ Bampton Lectures,” p. 159), is 
he not leaving out of sight the fact that in the Patristic view the 
“right” rests entirely on God’s righteous sentence ; the “ potestas justa” 
is only “ permittente Deo”? See above, pp. xxxvili., xxxix., xl. 
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SOPHRONIUS HIEROSOLYMITANUS. 


“An non cum ab omni peccato vacuus .... nostri causa 
peccatoribus annumeratus est? Et in peccatricis carnis simili- 
tudinem, in lucem fusus est? Qui enim peccatum ignorabat, 
eum Pater, in quem nullum peccatum cadit, propter nos pec- 
catum fecit: ut carne ab omni peccato immuni, peccati con- 
demwationem evacuaret, nosque peccatores a contractis pecca- 
torum sordibus expiaret” (“De Angelorum Excellentia.” In 
Bibliotheca Maxima, Tom. xii, p. 208. Lugdun., 1677). 


ELIGIUS LEMOVICENCIS. 


Ai. 


“Tpse enim est pax nostra, secundum Apostolum, qui facit 
utraque unum. Hee denique fuit illius, mirabilis causa, 
mysterii; quo illud Verbum quod in principio erat, et apud 
Deum erat, et Deus erat, per quod omnia facta sunt, et sine 
quo factum est nihil; in fine seculorum, caro factum est et 
_habitavit in nobis, ut Mediator fieret Dei et hominum humo 
Christus Jesus, verus Deus et verus homo, in unitate persone ; 
et solveret in carne, suas mimicitias quas peccando et 
recedendo a Creatore suo contraxerat genus humanum” 
(“ Hom. i.” In Bibliotheca Maxima, Tom. xii, p. 300. Lug- 
dun., 1677). 


ET. 


“Tllud quod figuratum est in Isaac, transgestum est ad arie- 
tem: cur? Quia Christus est ipse Ovis, ipse Filius, ipse 
Agnus: Filius quia natus, Aries quia immolatus. ... Quod 
autem Aries occisus est, et Isaac non occisus est, ideo factum 
est, quia Isaac figura et non veritas est, et in eo designatum est, 
quod postea in Christo completum est” (Hom. v., p. 307). 


JULIANUS TOLETANUS. 


“Quod Paulus dicit, Qui non noverat peccatum, pro nobis 
peccatum fecit : hoc ipsum, quod dixit, fecit, ad patris personam— 
retulit, id est quod Deus pater fillum suum, qui peccatum non 
fecit hostiam illum pro peccatis nostris fecit, quum eum pro 
salvatione mundi immolari permisit” (“ Interrogatio xl.” = In 
Bibliotheca Maxima, Tom. xi1., pp. 659, 660. Lugdun., 1677). 


BEDA. 


I: 


‘“Tpse in corpore suo non sua, sed aliena peccata portavit ” 
(“ Quest. super Gen.,” Op. Tom. viii. c. 165. Colon., 1612). 
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1G 


“Redditio sine debito, flagellum sine merito” (‘ Com. in 
Psalm, xi,/ ic; 517). 


IIT. 


“Ego solus inter homines ad hoc idoneus, solus erga miseros 
tante affectionis diar transferendo in Me miseriam eorum, 
ut Tu eam deleres: Domine miserere met, et transferendo mm 
Me wmfirmitatem et peccata eorwm, ut eos sanares, dixi: 
Domini sana animam meam, quia peccarvi tibr. Non tamen 
Ipse in aliquo peccavit, qui solus sine peccato extitit, sed 
poenam ac si Ipse peccasset pro peccatis nostras pertulit (abid., 
¢, 819). 

IV. 

“Hamo humanitatis cepit eum [Diabolui], quia ille credens 
eum hominem tantum manum in eum misit, in quo nullum 
jus suum wnvenit, et ideo gure perdidit illos, in quos jus 
habuit” (“In Psalm. Ixvii.,” ¢. 642). 


JOANNES DAMASCENUS. 
i 


Tov pn yvovta apaptiav, dyno, TovTésts Tov avTov diKato- 
avvnv dvTa, auaptiay éroincev, TOUTECTW @S AmapTwMXOY 
KatakpltOnvar apncey (“In Ep. ii. ad Cor.,” cap. v., Op. Tom. 
ii, p. 138, edit. Lequien. Paris, 1712). 


i: 


‘Exovoiws émt to mwavos imép NUOV EPXETAL TO TaVvTOS TOU 
KOGLOV awTpLov, Kal Sidwow EavTOV, UTEP NUoY KaTapa YLVO- 
[LEVOS, OUK GV AUTOS KaTapa, EvAOYia bé KAAAOV Kal ayLacpOS, 
GAG THY YUaY KaTadpav avadEeyopmeEevos.... YyweTaL 
tolvuy Umép uav KaTapa, iva THS EevrAOYias wets aTroAaBwpeEV 


(“ Homilia in Sabbatum S8.,” § 20, p. 822). 
iba 


Tod vaod Sunpetro TO Katavétacpa, capas ponvvov THY TOV 
asvtwv ériBacw, Kal TOY KEexkpvuévov THY exhavow (dbid., 
§ xxi, p. 823). 

LV 


wn \ / \ la) 
Nov o Xoyos mpos Tov Spakovta KaTELoL. ... Kal TOUTOY 
an A r a / / er 
EdXKEL TO THS GeoTNTOS AYKLITPM, TO KEKPVLEVO TO"ATL, Ola 
® Me ? VA Vd ’ a 
TIL TKOANHKL, KAL OVS KaTETLEV layvoas Alay GLKTPOS, 
> a 5) / > f x X S2N des 
ewely exPiaserat, éEarootéAXNwy KEvoy TOY éETL TROUVTH 


couTratovta (ibid., § 22, p. 823). 
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V e 


Ocds av TO Ilatpi owoovctos, guavtov KabjKa Tpds Kévwoy, 
Kal UTép aceBOv TaTELvoUpmat TPOS OdvaTov ... vYoduat 
0 UYrioTos, Kal év euol SedoEacpévns THS avOpwroTnToOs ... . 
ivy év T@ €u@ SiKatovpeva aiwati, Kal €v TO Eue@ Oavato 
THY TPOS TOV e“ov Tatépa KaTadrAayHY EevwolpncayTa, ev TH 
Con Chor, Kal TO Tas éuas avaTavcwrvTa Trépvyas, TA epuol 


pvracaopeva twpoBara (“ Homilia in Sabbatum 8.,” § 23, p. 824). 
NMA. 


Sea \ bg J be \ © \ A 3 / 
Avtos yap o Onpoupyos Te, Kal KUpPLOS THY VITEp TOU olKELOV 
Sf he / 
TAdTMATOS avadéxyeTaL TAANHY, Kal épyw SiddoKados yivetac* 
\ > 7; / > iS ¢ b] @ \ 5 iy \ ByA 
Kat émrevon Yeotntos édmids o é€yOpos dSerealer Tov avOpwror, 
\ / / AS / e/ \ b) \ 
capKos mpoBAnuat SedeabeTtat, Kal deixvuTar Gua TO ayabon, 
UA if \ \ n an 
Kal TO copov, TO dixaiov Te, Kal TO SuVaTOV TOD Ocod* TO pev 
b) \ / lal a / \ 
ayabov, dts ot mapetde TOD otKeiov MAdTpaTOS THY aobévetay 
\ / e an 
.... TO 06 Oixatov, OTs avOp@mov nTTHEEVTOS, OvY ETEPOV TrOLEL 
n N Si a / 
viknoat Tov TUpavvov, ovdé Bia éEaprafer tod Bavatou Tov 
BA / > ) A / \ ¢ NY c / n 
avOp@rov, ad’ ov mada bia TAS apapTtias KaTadovACDTat 
G / la} ty \Y YA 
0 Gavatos, ToOTOY 0 ayabos, KaL SiKalos, VERITY mad TET OLNKE, 
\ \ 
Kal TO opoley TOV 6 uovov aveT@oaTo, Omep amopov Hv. 70 6€ 
coon, OTL ebpe TOD aTOpov Vow eUT peTETTATHY (“De Fide 


Orthodoxa,” Lib. ii1., cap. 1., Op. Tom. 1, pp. 202, 203). 


VII. 


‘Avapap7nT0s QV O KUpLOS LOU Incods Xpioros ey ce OU. 
UTEKELTO Javata, elmrep dua THs capaprias els TOV KO Mov elona- 
Oev 0 Oavatos. Ounc Ket Tolyuv, TOV UTEP HMOV Gavartov 
dvadex omevos, Kal EavToy T@ Tarp T poo Peper Ovotav v vTep 
TeV avT@ yap rem Anpoween cased, Kal aUTOV &b€l TO UITEP 
mov Nir pov beEao au, Kal oUTws meas Avejvas THS KaTa- 
Kp ies" pn yap yevorto TO TUpaVY@ TO TOU Seamortou Tpocev- 
xOhvat aia. TPOTELoe Tolyapouv oO Gavaros, Kal KAT AT LOY TO 
TOMATOS Séreap, T® THS OeotNT9s ayKloT pe TepiTEeipeTat, Kal 
dvapapTyTov Kal Cworrotou Yevrapevos F@OLATOS, SvapGeiperar, 
Kal TAaVTUS avaryel, ous Tanal KATETLEY, Gomep yap TO 
GKOTOS TF TOD PwTos érreicaywyn éEahavileTat, oUTwWS 7 POopa 
TH THs Sohs mpocBory atreravvetat, Kal yivera Taat Cw, pOopa 


dé TO PUcipavTu! (ibid., cap. xxvil., Op. Tom. 1, p. 250). 


1 Tt will be observed that Damascenus, while repudiating the idea of a 
negotiation with Satan as with a covenanting party in the matter of 
redemption (see extract vii.), is in full agreement with the current of 
Patristic teaching in respect of Satan’s part in the matter of the atone- 
ment of Christ. He, like Gregory Nazianzen, bears faithful witness 
against doctrines of heretics which degraded the idea of a hirooy to the 
levei of earthly conceptions, and perhaps against dangerous tendencies in 
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PAULINUS AQUILEIENSIS. 


“Nos redempti, quia fuimus captivi, venundati sub peccato. 
Obligati nimirum in eo cyrographo decreti, quod ipse tulit de 
medio, delens sanguine suo, quod nullius ulus redemptorum 
delere poturt sanguis.... Nos... liberati, qui sub peccati 
jugo depressi servi facti deemoniacee dominationis, jus in nobis 
tyrannice potestatis Princeps hujus mundi, rectorque harum 
vindicabat tenebrarum.... Nos... adoptati, qui peccati 
cautione exigente, jure diabolicee fraudis detenti, extranel a 
nostri Conditoris consortio dominioque longius distabamus. .. . 
Nos ... salvati, lberati, et redempti: ille prorsus salvator, 
liberator, redemptor et adoptator ; qui nos salvavit, liberavit, 
redemit, et adoptavit in sortem fiiorum Dei. Ut qui ex debito 
fil eramus vre, hoe est diaboli, gratuito eyus munere filir 
Dew per ipsius gratiam effici mereremur” (“ Contra Felicem,” 
Tabac ingOp, Alco cay 92,0793. plans, e017). 


ALCUINUS. 


“Nullus plane veram pacem cum Deo habere poterit nisi per 
Mediatorem Dominum Christum, qui est in duabus naturis, 
verus Deus, verusque homo, unus Christus, Idem sacerdos et 
sacrificlum, veniens ad nos, offerre pro nobis quod sumpsit ex 
nobis, ut auferet a nobis quod invenit in nobis, id est, peccata. 

. . Habens ex nobis wsque ad mortem iniquitatis nostree 
penam, habens incommutabilem de Deo Patre justitiam ” 
(De Hides) Lrin, 7eiab, ai, cap,  xiL,-Op..0C.. (4 0cueee ete 
1617). 


AGOBARDUS, 


“Dominus propterea passus est, ut in sanguine suo faceret 
prope eos qui longe erant, et paries divisionis jam solutus, et 
interfecta est inimicitia in illo, et omnes reconciliati sunt in uno 
corpore Deo, et in tantum unum corpus effecti in uno spiritu, 
ut Christus potius quam Christiani dicantur” (“ Adv. legem 
Gundobadi,” Op. p. 110, edit. Baluzius. Paris, 1666). 


the same direction among orthodox teachers. But it is clearly a mistake 
to suppose that either he or Gregory rejected the generally-accepted 
doctrine concerning the breaking up of the dominion of Satan by his 
taking in death the Lord of Life. See extracts iv., vi. vii. Let it be 
observed also how this view of Christ’s redeeming work is held in full 
view of His vicarious suffering and of our consequent justification and 
reconciliation. See extracts 1., ii., v. 
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SEDULIUS SCOTUS. 
I. 


“ Per redemptionem. Qua nos redemit suo sanguine de 
morte, qui per peccatum venditi fueramus, licet sumus nostris 
alienati ab eo delictis. Christus autem nos redemut, offerens se 
pro nobis: permisit enim se [morti], nesciente diabolo: sed quia 
virtutem ejus [superare] non potuit, omnes quos tenebat, simul 
cum eo dimisit. . . . Propterea passus est Christus, ut propo- 
situm Dei sedaret, quo tandem punire decreverat peccatores. 
Aliter... Deus... expectavit, evacuans sententiam qua 
justum videtur omnes damnari, ut ostenderet nobis quod 
olim decreverat humanum genus liberare per Christum” (“ Coll. 
in Ep. ad Rom.,” Op., c. 42, 43, edit. Migne). 

I. 

“Pater pro nobis Christum, qui peccatum nesciebat, Pecca- 
tum fecit. Quia sicut hostia pro peccato oblata peccatum voca- 
batur in lege . .. . ita et Christus pro peccatis nostris oblatus, 
peccati nomen accepit. Ut nos essemus justitia Dei. Non 
nostra, non in nobis, sed in ipso, id est, in Christo, quasi mem- 
bra.ine capite: (“Int Epbi adi. Cor,° cap.v., Op., ¢. 1/0, edit, 
Migne). 

Tit: 


“ Maledictus omnis qui pendet in ligno. Non ideo male- 
dictus quia pependit, sed ideo pendit quia maledictus.  Lle 
nevat Christum maledictum, gui negat Christum mortuum.?... 
mors ipsa ex maledicto est, et maledictum est esse peccatum, 
sive ipsum quo fit ut sequatur supplicium, sive ipsum suppli- 
cium, quod alio modo vocatur peccatum, quia fit ex peccato”’ 


(“In Ep. ad Gal.,” cap. iii., Op., « 186, edit. Migne). 


PASCHASIUS RADBERTUS. 
1% 


“ Nemo qui ambigat, quod omnia infirma nostri corporis 
tunc in se exhibuit; nemo qui tgnoret, quod cruci universa 
delictu nostra, pro quibus infirmabatur, et doluit, affiait” 
(Sin Matth. Ev.,” Lib. xii., cap. xxvi., Op., c, L118, edit, Sir- 
mondus. Paris, 1618). 


I. 
“Quo modo pro nobis maledictum factus est in cruce: sic 


pro omnium salute, quasi noxius inter noxios, flagellatus sus- 
penditur medius” (ibid., cap. xxvii, c. 1161). 


1 See Augustin, as quoted above, p. xxxvi. 
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Teg: 


“Unus quidem a dextris, et unus a sinistris, medius vero 
Christus ~nnocens damnatur. Par siquidem pana, sed dispar 
causa”’ (“ln Matth. Ev.,” Lib. xii, cap. xxvil., c. 1164). 


iv 


“Mortem moriendo destruxit, aeras potestates devicit; in- 
ferni ura dissepavit, suosque inde liberavit ” (ibid., cap. xxvii., 
1g Rape 


HINCMARUS. 


“Vita vivens ex pane vivo, qui de celo descendit, et dat 
vitam mundo, quem dedit in cruce pro omnibus redimendis, 
sicut ipse dicit, Et panis quem ego dedero caro mea est pro 
mundi vita” (“De pradestinatione,” cap. xxxiv., Op. Tom. i., 
p. 285, edit. Sirmondi. Paris, 1645). 


RABANUS MAURUS. 


“Ad Galatas dixit: Christus nos redemit, offerens se pro 
nobis. Permisit enim se diabolo szvienti, sed imprescio. 
Putans autem Christum se posse retinere, veluti accepit eum ; 
sed quia virtutem ejus ferre non potuit, omnes quos tenebat 
simul cum illo amisit. Quem proposuit Deus propitiatorem 
fidet. Hoe dicit quia in Christo proposuit Deus, id est, dis- 
posuit propitium se futurum humano generi, si credat.... 
evacuans sententiam, qua justum videtur omnes damnari, 
ut ostenderet nobis, quod olim decreverat lberare genus 
humanum per Christum, sicut promisit per Jeremiam prophetam 
dicens: Propitius ero iniquitatibus illorum, et delictorum 
illorum non memorabor” (“ Enarr. in Epp. Pauli,” Lib. i., 
Op. Tom. v., c. 1343, edit. Migne). 


ODO CLUNIACUS. 
1 


“Dominus noster ad humani generis Redemptionem veniens, 
velut quemdam de se in necem Diaboli hamum fecit. As- 
sumpsit enim corpus, ut in eo Behemoth iste quasi escam suain 
mortem carnis appeteret; quam mortem dum in illo iwpuste 
appetit, nos quos quasi juste tenebat, amisit”’ (Moral. in Job.,” 
Lib. xxxiii, § 19. In Bibliotheca Maxima, Tom. xvii., p. 448. 
Luedun., 1677). 


iT: 


“ Leviathan iste hamo captus est, quia in Redemptore nostro 
dum per satellites suos escam corporis momordit, divinitatis 
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illum aculeus perforavit. Hujus hami linea, Christi est genea- 
logia’’ (“ Moral. in Job.,”’ Lib, xxxiii., § 20, p. 448). 


i Wi 


“Cum Satan ad feriendam Redemptoris carnem permittitur, 
ab anima separatur. Quia cum corpus ejus ad passionem 
accipit, electos ejus a jure suze potestatis amittit” (bid., Lib. ii., 
§ 6, p. 323). 


ASLERIC, 


ie 


“The Israelites were delivered from that sudden death and 
from Pharaoh’s bondage by the lamb’s offering, which signified 
Christ’s suffering ;.through which we be delivered from ever- 
lasting death and from the devil’s cruel reign, if we rightly 
believe.in the true Redeemer of the whole world—Christ the 
Saviour ” (“ Paschal Homily ;’ Thompson’s edition, p. 8). 


iT. 


“Tn the old law faithful men offered to God divers sacritices, 
that had foresignification of Christ’s body, which for our sins 
He Himself to His Heavenly Father hath since offered as a 
sacrifice ” (ubid., p. 35). 


ODILO, ABBAS. 


“Venit Dei filius immortalis: et justus, et ut moreretur pro 
nobis, carnem mortalem suscepit ex nobis. In qua carne quia 
nullum potuit habere peccatum, sine reatu pertulit peccate 
supplicium” (Sermo v., “De resur. Dom.” In Bibliotheca 
Maxima, Tom. xvil., p. 658. Lugdun., 1677). 


PETRUS DAMIANUS. 
I. 


“Quis autem hoc loco [Sap.i.] maledicti nomine, nisi Re- 
demptor noster debet intelligi, qui ut nos a maledictionis vin- 
culo solveret, ipse non respuit maledictionibus subjacere ? 
Unde et Paulus dicit: Christus, inquit, nos redemit de male- 
dicto legis, factus pro nobis maledictum. . . . Benignus ergo 
Spiritus sanctus non liberavit maledictum a labvis suis: quia 
cuncta Dominic passionis, mortisque supplicia, que de 
Christo per ora Prophetarum ante preedixerat, congruo tempore 
per exhibitionem operum efficaciter adimplevit” (Opusc. vi., 
“Tiber gratissimus,” cap. xi., Op. Tom, iiL, p. 50, edit. Caje- 
tanus. Paris, 1743). 
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Tis 


“Quid est autem, hircum utrique manui Pontificis subjici, 
nisi fillum hominis in similitudine carnis peccati venientem per 
-voluntatem Dei, utriugque populi, Judaici videlicet, et Gentilis, 
persecutione oravari ? Pie Quid vero est, quod post confes- 
slonem, atque imprecationem omnium iniquitatum filiorum 
Israel super capita ejus, hircus mittitur in desertum; nisi quia 
is, qui peccata nostra portarit, qui legis maledicta sustinuit, 
protinus in desertum, ubi nonaginta novem reliquerat, ovem 
centesimam reportavit ? Unde et Apostolus: Ut nos, inquit, 
liberaret a maledrcto, ipse factus est maledictum ” (“ Collect. 
in Vet. Test.,” cap. vil, Op. Tom. iv., p. 58). 


LANFRANCUS. 
is 


“ Peccatum fecit. Ordo. Deus Pater Christum peccatum, 
id est, hostiam pro peccato; ut nos efficeremur justificati in 
ipso, id est, in fide Jesu Christi” (Com. in Ep, 11. ad Cor.,” 
cap. V., v. 26, Op. p. 73. ~Venet., 1745). 


13 


“Per justitiam et obedientiam Christi, vita omnium creden- 
tium justificata est. Quia inde factus est hostia acceptabilis 
Deo pro peccatis omnium. Quia justus et immaculatus sine 
peccato, et obediens fuit usque ad mortem” (“Com. in Ep, ad 


Rom.,” cap. v., p. 15). 
LO 


“Sanguinem more suo vocat mortem, per quam Christus de 
mortuis resurrexit ” (‘‘ Com. in Ep. ad Heb.,” cap. xui.). 


IVO CARNOTENSIS. 


“Hoc fecit Dominus noster Jesus Christus, sua paupertate 
nos ditans, sua. humilitate nos sublevans, sud morte nos vivi- 
ficans. . . . Simili ratione similia similibus apponuntur, cum 
‘secundum ‘quantitatem vulnerum vel tumorum, mensurantur 
longitudo vel latitudo epithematum. ... Ad hance similitn- 
dinem medicus noster mortem nostrce carni, de serpente 
venientem, carnis suw morte sanavit, et ad immortalitatis 
sug speciem in tempore restitutionis complendam, reformavit. 
Ubi diligentius attendum est ee mors que per lgnum 
vent, per lignum superata est... . Hic sanavit obedientia, 
quod ibi corruperat inobedientia: et quod ibi contaminavit 
gule oblectamentum, hic reformavit crucis tormentum” 
(“Serm. vi.,” Op. Tom. ii, ¢. 563, 564, edit. Migne; p. 284, 


edit. Ben.). 
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ANSELMUS. 
ie 


“Sic homo ille redimit omnes alios: cum hoc, quod sponte 
dedit Deo, computat pro debito quod illi debebant. . . . Per 
crucem noster Christus nos redemit. . . . Ecce, anima Chris- 
tiana, heec est virtus salvationis tu, heec est causa libertatis 
tuc, hoc est pretrum asthe tuce. Captivus eras; sed 
hoc modo es redempta. . In tenebris, in lubrico, in descensu 
super irremeabile chaos ‘inferni eras: immensum, et quasi 
plumbeum pondus pendens a collo tuo te deorsum trahebat: 
onus iImportabile desuper te premebat: hostes invisibiles te 
toto conatu impellebant. Sic eras sine omni auxilio . ‘ 
o bone, o Domine Jesu Christe... . Abjecisti plumbum, 
quod deorsum me trahebat; removisti onus quod desuper me 
premebat ... . peccatum, in quo natus et conceptus eram, et 
damnationem eyus amovistc; et malignos spiritus, ne vim 
animee mez facerent prohibuisti” (“‘ Meditatio xi,’ Op., pp. 222, 
223, edit: Gerberon. Paris, 1721). 


als 
“Pie Pater . . . . conspicare Dei hominis pcenam, et relaxa 
conditi hominis miseriam. Vide Redemptoris suppliciwm, et 
redempts dinutte delictum”’ (“ Orat. ii,” Op., p. 246). 
: I, 
“En, qui peccatum non fecit, peccata nostra pertulit” (zbid.). 


HILDEBERTUS CQ@INOMANENSIS. 


“Prius percussit in justitia; deinde sanavit per miseri- 
cordiam; Precessit justitia ulciscentis, secuta est pietas mise- 
rentis ... . Vidit misericorditer malum nostrum, non ut dam- 


naret, sed ut ab eo expiaret.... . Videt quia non est vir 
sufficiens ad justitiam (vel) ad salutem, quia nemo potest dare 
placationem pro se, vel pro alio, nisi Christus... . Tantum 


enim erat peccatum humani generis, ut per aliam hostiam 
non posset dimitti, nisi unigenitus Der Filius moreretur pro 
nobis debitoribus mortis. . . . Tristitiam nostram: assumpsit, 
quomodo carnem nostram. Tristis enim fuit, qui in Evangelio 
ait: T'ristis est anuma mea usque ad mortem. Qui naturam 
hominis veram suscepit, ejus 1deomata suscipere non dedignatus 
fuit ... . pro nobis factus est maledictum, ut nos a maledito 
liberaret. Posuit Dominus in eo iniquitates omnium nostruth, 
vd est penas mmiquitatum nostrarum, et vpse peccata mrtl- 
torum tulit” (“Sermo xi.,” Op., c. 718, 721, edit. Beaugendre. 
Paris, 1708). 
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RUPERTUS TUITIENSIS. 
I. 


“Quid porro est ... nisi Christum pro pcenitentibus sacri- 
ficari? Nam ille quidem, secundum suam innocentiam, agnus 
est Dei, secundum peccata aliorum que wm se eapianda susce- 
perat, hedus fuit” (“De Trin.” In Gen., Lib. viii, cap. xxx., 
Op. Tom. i., c. 517, edit. Migne; p. 144, edit. Ben.). 


IT. 


“Si recte perpendas, amplius et magis proprie rem tetigit, 
dicendo sanctifico quam si dixisset: Sacrifico. Cum enim dicit 
sanctifico, sordidum se fuisse innuit. Dicendo quoque pro eis, 
non suis, sed alienis se sorduisse, clare definit, quod propheta 
quoque patenter exprimens cum dixisset: ‘Omnes nos quasi 
oves erravimus, unusquisque in viam suam declinavit,’ statim 
intulit: ‘Et Dominus posuit in eo iniquitates omnium nostrum,’ 
et Zacharias: ‘Et Jesus, inquit, indutus erat vestibus sordidis, 
et Satan stabat a dextris ejus ut adversaretur ei.’ Igitur quia 
secundum se quidem Sanctus, imo et Sanctus Sanctorum erat 

. sed secundum iiquitates omniwm nostrum, quas Deus 
am eo posuerat, vestibus sordidis indutus erat Agnus Dei, 
recte dicit ‘Sanctifico meipsum’ signanter addendo, ‘pro eis’ 
.... ut et ipsi sint sanctificati in veritate ....idest... 
in vera peccatorum remissione” (“ Comment. in Joan.,” Lib. xi, 
Op. Tom. iii., c. 759, edit. Migne; p. 321, edit. Ben.). 


FRANCO, ABBAS. 


iT, 


“ Debitum peccato supplicium, mors est. Cum ergo debitum 
peccati innocens solvit, qui peccato nihil debuit, eos qui ob- 
noxii erant et peccato, et peccati supplicio, eripuit. Tantum 
namque erat unius mortis Christi pretium, quod totius mundi 
adequaret, imo preponderaret debitum” (“De Gratia Dei,” 
Lib. xi. In Bibliotheca Maxima, Tom. xxi., p. 318. Lug- 
dun., 1688). | 


iT. 

“Pontifex factus et hostia, qui solus in humano genere in- 
ventus, in suis innocens ad exhaurienda aliena delicta hostia 
factus est idonea atque sufficiens. . . . Consummutd igitur in 
ara crucis hostid redemptionis, in ipsa sanctorum sancta in- 
troiit, ac vultui Dei patris propitiator pro nobis astitit ” (abid., 
Lib. xui., p. 320). 
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BERNARDUS. 


L 


“Nec injustam, puto, ipse causabitur potestatem datam 
desuper1 Discat ergo diabolum non solum potestatem, sed et 
justam habuisse in homines; ut consequenter et hoc videat, 
venisse utique in carne Dei Filium propter liberandos homines. 
Ceeterum etsi justam dicimus diaboli potestatem, non tamen et 
voluntatem. Unde non diabolus qui invasit, non homo qui 
meruit, sed justus Dominus qui exposuit. Non enim a potes- 
tate, sed a voluntate justus injustusve quis dicitur. Hoc ergo 
diaboli quoddam in hominem jus, etsi non jure acquisitum, sed 
nequiter usurpatum, juste tamen permissum. Sic itaque homo 
juste captivus tenebatur; ut tamen nec in homine nec in diabolo 
illa esset justitia, sed in Deo. 

“Juste igitur homo addictus, sed misericorditer liberatus : 
sic tamen miserrcorditer, ut non defuerit justitia quedam et 
in ipsa liberatione: quoniam hoc quoque fuit de misericordia 
liberantis, ut (quod congrueret remediis liberandi,) justetea 
magis contra invasorem quam potentia uteretur. (uid namque 
ex se agere poterat ut semel amissam justitiam recuperaret 
homo servus peccati, vinctus diaboi? Assignata est ei proinde 
aliena, qui caruit sua, et ipsa sic est: Venit Princeps hujus 
mundi, et in Salvatore non invenit quicquam ; et cum nihil- 
ominus Innocenti mauus injecit, justissime quos tenebat amisit : 
quando is qui morti nil debebat, accepta mortis injuria, jure 
illum qui obnoxius erat, et mortis debito, et diaboli solverit 
donimo: qua enim justitia id secundo homo exigeretur ? 
Homo siquidem qui debuit, homo qui solvit. Nam si wunus, 
inquit, pro omnibus mortwus est, ergo omnes mortur swnt 
[2 Cor. v. 14]; ut videlicet satisfactio unius omnibus wmpute- 
tur, sicut onnium peccata wnus alle portavit: nec alter jam 
inveniatur qui forefecit, alter qui satisfecit; quia Caput et 
corpus unus est Christus. Satisfecit ergo Caput pro membris, 
Christus pro visceribus suis, quando juxta Evangelium Pauli 
quo convincitur mendacium Petri [Abzl.], mortuus pro nobis 
convivificavit nos sibi, donans nobis omnia delicta, delens 
chirographum decreti quod erat contrariwm nobis, et ypsum 
tulit de medio, affigens illud cruci, exspolians principatus et 
potestates [Col. uu. 14, 15]. 

“Utinam ego inveniar in his spoliis quibus spoliatz sunt 
contrariz potestates, traductus et ipse in possessionem Domini ! 
Si me insecutus Laban arguerit quod recesserim clam ab eo, 
audiet me accessisse ad eum, et ob hoc clam recessisse. Sub- 


1 This is the passage written against Abelard, which is referred to by 
Dr, Mill, as quoted above, p. 20. 
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jecit me illi causa secretior peccati, subduxit me illi ratio 
occultioris justitiz : aut si gratis venundatus sum, gratis non 
redimar? .... Quod si dixerit, pater tuus addixit te, respon- 
debo, sed Frater meus redemit. ... Sicut enim in Adam 
omnes morwuntur, ita et in Christo omnes vivificabuntur : 
quoniam non sic illi attineo, ut non et isti: si illi per carnem, 
et per fidem huic. . . . Nec vereor sic erutus de potestate tene- 
brarum repelli a Patre luminum; justificatus gratis in sanguine 
Filii, ejus nempe qui justificat, quis est qui condemnet? Non 
condemnabit justum, qui misertus est peccatori. Justum me 
dixerim, sed illius justitiam; quenam ipsa? Jinis legis 
Christus ad justitiam omni credenti: denique qui factus est 
nobis, inquit, justitia a Deo Patre” [Rom. x. 4; 1 Cor. 1. 30] 
(Op. Tom. i., pp. 1453-1456, ed. Mabillon. Paris, 1839). 


Il. 


“ Protoplastus piaculare facinus commisit, preevaricando quod 
explarl sine hostiz oblatione non potuit. Purus homo puram 
hostiam offerre non valuit, quem peccati contagio penitus im- 
mundum esse constitit, nec simplex Deus, nec Angelus immo- 
lari debuit, quoniam ab hunc natura, et illum gratia impassi- 
bilem exhibuit. Irrationabilis creatura non sufficit tant rei 
magnitudini: unde oportuit, ut Deus et homo fieret hostia ; 
Deus pro potentia liberandi, homo pro sufficientia immolandi ; 
Deus pro misericordia, homo pro indigentia. Oblatus est ergo, 
quia apud ipsum propitiatio est, et copiosa apud eum redemp- 
tio” (“ Instructio Sacerdotis, De tribus Mysteriis,” cap. vi., 
§ 13, Op. Tom. v., c. 589. Venet., 1750). 


Ill. 


“Ecce pretium Redemptionis tuz, o homo redempte, ecce 
A 9) 


qualis hostia victimatur pro tu culpa, pro preevaricatione tua 


(ibid., § 12). 


HUGO DE SANCTO VICTORE. 
Bs ( 


“Remedium in hoc consideratur, quia diabolus misit manum 
in eum, qui immunis erat a peccato: in Quo quicquam quod 
suum erat non invenit. Ideo merito eos, quos quodam jure 
tenere videbatur, amisit, credentes in Kum, qui per mortem 
suam omnibus obtemperantibus sibi factus est causa salutis: 
non enim pro se, sed pro nobis passus est; nobis concedens 
merita sua, ut pro eis nobis fieret, quod sibi fieret, si indigeret ” 
(Quzest. circa; Ep. ad Rom,’ Qu. 90, Op, Tom, 1, £22908 
Venet., 1588). 


Appendia. Ixxxv 


II. 


“Queeritur, Cui pretium nostrum sit datum an diabolo, an 
Deo? Solutio, Deo datum, non diabolo est: quia nulla injuria 
facta est diabolo, qui non erat nisi tanquam carcerarius, nec 
etiam vellet illud recipere, ut hominem perderet: nolenti autem 
dandum non erat, ne ei injuria fieret. Queeritur, a quo sit homo 
redemptus? Solutio, a diabolo, a peccato, a tormento. Insuper 
est reconciliatus Deo, et hac est gemina efficacia sanguinis 
Christi” (“ Queest. circa Ep. ad Rom.,” Qu. 92, 93, f. 199). 


PHILIPPUS HARVENGIUS. 


“Cum... . homo peccavit, maledictum perpetravit, cui 
maledicto poena debetur. . . . Hac locutione ipse etiam Christus 
dicitur maledictus, immo et maledictum, pro eo scilicet quod 
mortalitatis nostree molestias pertulit, quod primi hominis in- 
tulit maledictum. . . . Videtis quia Christus pendens in ligno, 
dicitur maledictum, vel maledictus, quod nihil est aliud quam 
penis que de maledicto veniunt, est afflictus. Simili tropo 
locutionis eundem in Epistola ad Corinthios idem Apostolus 
peccatum dicit: Eum, inquiens, qui non noverat peccatum, pro 
nobis peccatum fecit” (“De Salute primi hominis,” cap. xix., 
Op., p. 354. Duaci, 1621). 


GUERRICUS. 


“Deo gratias, qui dedit nobis victoriam tam peccati, quam 
mortis: utique per Dominum Jesum Christum, qui prorsus a 
peccato immunis, ac per hoc liber a debito mortis, hanc tamen 
ultro pro nobis exsolvit moriens, et peccato nos absolvit 
resurgens. Christus enim, ait Apostolus, mortwus est propter 
delicta nostra, et resurrexit propter justificationem nostram. 
Moriens namque delictorwm nostrorum pendit penam” 
_ (“De resurrec. Dom.,” Sermo ii, § 3. In Bernardi Op., Tom. vi., 
c. 1109. Venet., 1750). 


LOMBARDUS. 
1 


“A diabolo et a peccato per Christi mortem liberati sumus : 
quia ut ait Apostolus, In sanguine ipsius justificati sumus: et in 
eo quod sumus justificati, id est, a peccatis soluti, a diabolo 
sumus liberati, qui nos vinculis peccatorum tenebat.... 
Dicimur quoque et aliter per mortem Christi justificati, quia 
per fidem mortis ejus a peccatis mundamur. Unde Apostolus, 
Justitia Dei per fidem Jesu Christi. Et item, Quem Deus 
proposuit propitiatorem per fidem in sanguine ipsius, id est per 
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fidem passionis” (“Sent.,” Lib. iii, Dist. xix., pp. 250, 251, 
edit. Paris., 1558). 


ine 


“Multo magis Christi humilitas, qué mortem gustavit, in- 
gressum regni ccelestis omnibus suis impleto Dei decreto aperiri 
valuit, atque decreti delere chirographum. Ut enim ait Ambr. 
Tantum fuit peccatum nostrum, ut salvari non’ possemus, nisi. 
unigenitus Dei Filius pro nobis moreretur debitoribus mortis : 
sed sic dignos nos fecit testamenti et promisse hereditatis ” 
(cbid., Dist. xviii, p. 250). 


RADULPHUS FLAVIACENSIS. 
I. 


“Reparatur reus homo Dei morte” (“In Levit.,” Lib. xi.., 
cap.1. In Bibliotheca Maxima, Tom. xvii, p.161. Lugdun., 


1677). 
II; 


“Quisquis peccatorum suorum veniam consequi desiderat, 
mortem Domini sui pietate paterne pretendat. Alioqui qui- 
cunque adhuc Deum pro hominibus passum credere detrectat, 
nondum invenit hostiam, per quam peccatis suis divina justetia 
propitia fiat” (2bid., Lib. iii., cap. v., p. 70). 


ARNOLDUS CARNOTENSIS (ABBAS BONA:VALLIS). 
; 


“Filius hominis, sicut scriptum est de illo, vadit: qui dam- 
natus est, ut liberaret damnatos” (“De Passione Christi.” In 
Op. Cypriani, c. cxi., edit. Baluzius. Venet., 1728). 


(ne 


“Tbi dolorum et conviciorum immemor, subtiliter investigas 
et ipse exponis quare derelictus fueris, indicans anxietates illius 
querimoniz verba esse delictorwm tuorum, quorum personam 
et causam assumseras ; in tantum ut per Moysen et per Apos- 
tolum sustineres vocari peccatum, et maledictwm pro simili- 
tudine pcene, non culpz: quod pro eis voluisti intelligi, qui 
deseri a Deo propter peccata meruerant, quorum reconciliationis 
agebas causam. ... Hee est causa quare derelictus sis, ut 
colligeret et revocaret inanitio tua eos qui fuerant derelicti; et 
qui sine Deo fuerant dum dominaretur eis peccatum, reducti ad 
justitiam, conformes Christi, et Christi efficerentur et dii. Unde 
Scriptum est: Ego dixi, dii estis” (tbid., ¢. exiil.). 


Append. Ixxxvll 


INNOCENTIUS III. 


“Videns Deus hominem sua virtute non posse jugum dam- 
nationis evadere, primo prevenit eum per solam misericordiam, 
ut deinde liberaret etiam per justitiam. Ut ergo Deus placari 
posset ab homine, dedit Deus homini gratis, quod homo pro 
debito redderet Deo. ... Poterat Deus hominem solo verbo 
per potentiam liberare, sed maluit eum redimere pretio per 
justitiam, et eum non ad potentiam sed ad justitiam liberaret. 
Et justum erat, ut homo per pretium ponc redimeretur a 
debito culpe, placando per ponam, quem offenderat per 
culpam. .. . Quocirca Verbum caro factum est, ut in carne 
mundissima, que prorsus esset immunis a culpa, sustinendo 
penam indebitam, pretium redemptionis humane Deo per- 
solveret. . . . Hic est summus sacerdos, in cujus morte rei qui 
fugerant ad civitatem refugii, securi revertebantur ad propria. 
Suscepit igitur in se pwnam pro omnibus” (Sermo i. “In 
Nativ.,’ Op. Tom, i, p. 86. Colon., 1575). 


GERMANUS IL, PATRIARCHA. 


“Sedit super crucis thronum qui judicat justitiam, ac ini- 
quam condemnavit mortem, abs substantia eam humana exter- 
minans, Sed et spinea corona, quam in capite suscepit ante 
crucem, ejus confirmabat victoriam, qui ait: Confidite; ego 
vicl mundum, et mundi principem: utique portando mundi 
peccatum. Nam spine, peccati sunt symbolum: peccatum 
vero, preesentissimum est mortis organum: mors denique, 
vicarius a diabolo imperator ” (“In Dom. Corporis Sepulturam.” 
In Bibliotheca Maxima, Tom. xx., p. 1256. Lugdun., 1677). 


THOMAS AQUINAS. 
I 


“Per peccatum dupliciter homo obligatus erat. Primo 
quidem servitute peccati. ... Secundo, quantum ad reatum 
peene. .. . Quid igitur passio Christi fuit sufficiens, et super- 
abundans satisfactio pro peccato, et reatu pcence generis human: 
ejus passio fuit quasi quoddam pretvwm, per quod liberati 
sumus ab utraque obligatione. Nam ipsa satisfactio, qua quis 
satisfacit, sive pro se, sive pro alio, pretwum quoddam dicitur, 
quo seipsum vel alium redemit a peccato et poend” (“Summa 
totius Theol.,” Par. iii., vol. 1., Queest. xlviil., Art. iv., Tom. vil, 
p. 512, edit. Lugdun., 1663). 


II. 


“ Homo peccando obligatus erat et Deo et diabolo. Quantum 
enim ad culpam, Deum offenderat, et diabolo se subdiderat, ei 
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consentiens. Unde ratione culpe non erat factus servus Dei: 
sed potius a Dew servitute recedens diaboli servitutem incur- 
rerat, Deo juste hoc permittente, propter offensam in se com- 
missam. Sed quantum ad pcenam, principaliter homo erat 
Deo obligatus sicut summo judici; diabolo autem tanquam 
tortorl .... justum erat hoc hominem pati, Deo permittente 
hoc quantum ad culpam, et ordinante quantum ad pcenam. 
Et ideo per respectum ad Deum, justitia exigebat quod homo 
-redimeretur, non autem per respectum ad diabolum. .. . Non 
erat pretium solvendum diabolo, sed Deo. Et ideo Christus 
sanguinem suum (qui est pretium nostre redemptionis) non 
dicitur obtulisse diabolo, sed Deo” (“Summa totius Theol.,” 
Par. ii1., vol. 1, Queest. xlviii., Art. iv., p. 513). 


(08h 


“Homo est a potestate diaboli liberatus per passionem 
Christi, in quantum passio Christi est causa remissionis pecca- 
torum. . .. Passio Christi nos a potestate diaboli liberavit, in 
quantum nos Deo reconciliavit. . . . Passio Christi nos a dia- 
bolo liberavit in quantum in passione Christi excessit modum 
potestatis suce tradite a Deo, machinando in mortem Christi, 
qui non habebat meritum mortis, cum esset absque peccato”’ 
(cbid., Queest. xlix., Art. 1., p. 519). 


iN: 


“Deus diligit omnes homines quantum ad naturam, quam 
ipse fecit .... sed odit omnes quantum ad culpam, quam 
contra eum homines committunt. ... Passio Christi non 
dicitur quantum ad hoc Deo nos reconciliasse, quod de novo 
nos amare inciperet . .. . sed quia per passionem Christi, swb- 
lata est odia causa, tum per ablutionem peccati, tum per recom- 
pensationem acceptabilioris boni” (ibid., Art. iv., pp. 522, 523). 


BONAVENTURA. 
I. 


“Per passionem satisfecit, et pretium persolvit.” “Mertum 
remissionis pcene non tantum consistit in charitate, sed etiam 
‘in passionis acerbitate” (“In Librum Sententiarum,” Lib. ii1., 
Dist. xviii., Art. il,*Queest. iii, Op. Tom. v., p. 199. Lugdun., 
1668). | 

H. 

“Dicendum quod absque dubio homo juste detinebatur, sed 
diabolus nullo eum justo titulo detinebat, nec possidebat, 
quoniam male fidei possessor fuit: Sed Deus, qui est justus 
judex, justo judicio suo hoc permiserat” (vbid., Lib. i., Dist. 
xix., Dub, ii., p. 202). | 
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Tit. 


“Christus per passionem suam delevit chirographa culparum 
quia per passionem suam impetravit remissionem culparum 
quoad maculam, et quoad reatum. . . . Adid quod queeritur, quis 
habebat illud chirographum, dicendum .... quod et Deus, 
et homo, et diabolus habebat: Sed Deus ut judex, homo ut reus, 
diabolus ut accusator” (“In Librum Sententiarum,” Lib. iii., 
Dist. xix., Quees. ii., p. 205). 


NICOLAUS CABASILAS. 


“Dei sanguis in cruce effusus est. Quid hac morte precio- 
sius? Quid venerandum magis fieri queat? Quod tantum 
scelus hominum fuit, ut id eluere deberet ipsa justitia? Quale 
vulnus, quod tam nobile auxilium posceret? Oportebat enim 
supplicio aliquo peccatum aboleri, commissorumque adversus 
Deum justa pena expensa, accusatione liberari. Nam qui 
penas susceprit, super lis propter que suscepit in jgudicrwm 
amplius non vocatur. Hominum vero reperietur nemo, qui 
ipse integer et a labe purus pateretur; quando nec sibi quidem 
ullus sufficiebat, neque genus humanum universum, si millies 
mori licuisset, commeritum supplicium dare potuisset. Quid 
enim pro dignitate patiatur servus impurissimus, qui regiam 
imaginem contrivit, et in tantam celsitudinem contumeliosus 
fuit ? Idcirco Dominus ipse, ab omni peccato alienus, multa 
nefanda perpessus moritur; et homo hominum causam patro- 
ciniumque suscipiens, cruciatus excipit ; et genus suum piaculis 
absolvit ; compeditis libertatem donat, qua ipse, ut Deus et 
Dominus, non egebat ” (“De Vita in Christo,” Lib. i. In Biblio- 
theca Maxima, Tom. xxvi., p. 140. Lugduni, 1677). 


JOANNES GERSONUS. 


I, 


“Peccatum maximopere habendum est odio, quod maxime 
justitie divine displicet: nam ad ipsum destruendum videtis 
Deum pati penam peccato debitam” (“ Expositio in Passionem 
Dom.,” Op. Tom. iii., c. 1188, edit. Du Pin. Antwerp., 1706). 


If. 


“ Respice, Domine, Pater Omnipotens ... . nosque recipe 
ad poenitentiam, in hujus peenee memoriam quam exsolvit pro 
iniquitatibus nostris, et satisfactionibus ” (ibzd., c. 1184). 


XC The Death of Christ. 


THEOLOGIA GERMANICA. 


I, 


[Jesus Christus] “ simul deus est et homo, ac potens satisfacere 
pro genere humano: prout se intromisit et nostrum reatwm 


sponte assumpsit”’ (cap. liv., § 6). 
II, E 
“Gratulandum est humane nature: in qua extat Jesus 
Christus deus et homo dominus omnium creaturarum: qui suo 
sincero amore humanam naturam a malo redemit ac divine 
justitice pro omni reatu nostro satisfecit” (cap. liv., § 11). 
III. 


“In Christo divina misericordia et veritas, id est justitia 
obviant sibi, et se mutuo compatiuntur ” (cap. liv., § 12). 


IN 


«“ Ad redimendum hominem opus fuit non solum filium dei 
incarnari, sed etiam pro nobis legitime panitere! et pati” 
(caps lv. .6'1), : 

V. 

“ Christus verus deus et homo, omnem excellens creaturam, 
potuit universorum hominum debita suscvpere et erga Deum 
refundere ac sua passione et morte abolere” (cap. lv., $ 38). 


VI. 


“Nemo igitur dubitet, quin sua innocens passio (quam elegit 
pro nostra digna pcenitentia) fuerit necessaria, veluti perfecta 


1 The introduction of the penitential element here into the view of the 
vicarious sufferings of {Christ is to be specially noted. So,Gerson had 
written: “ Dominus Jesus voluntarie sibi poenitentiam dedit, poenam, et 
fatigationem” (Op. Tom. iil, c. 1157, edit. Du Pin. Antwerp., 1706). 
And John Thauler had spoken of Christ as ‘‘Seipsum per poenitentiam 
affligendo” (“Sermo in vigilia Pasche.” Op., p. 192, edit. Surius. Colon., 
1603), It is clear, however, that it is here regarded as only ancillary to 
the view of satisfaction by the endurance of pena vicaria, and so is 
altogether distinct from any modern views which would make the death 
of Christ only the consummation of vicarious repentance. Even so it 
would seem to be scarcely consistent with other distinct statements made 
by the writer, unless pwnitentia here is to be understood in a sense divested 
of the fulness of its meaning. It is language which does not derive 
support from any distinct statements in the New Testament, nor (as we 
believe) in the writings of the Fathers. 

On the history and character of this work, see Ullmann, ‘“‘ Reformers 
before the Reformation,” vol. ii., pp. 213, sqq. 

The quotations above are taken from a Latin translation, printed 
at Augsburg in 1531. 
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satisfactio, teste Paulo: Reconciliati sumus Deo per mortem 
filii ejus” (cap. lv., § 3). 


FORTALITIUM FIDEI. 


“Ad satisfaciendwm pro peccato totius humani generis 
mors Christi sufficiens fuit quia quamvis secundum humanam 
naturam solum mortuus fuerit tum ex dignitate person 
patientis que est persona Filii Dei mors ejus redditur preciosa ”’ 
(Fol. Ixvili. Nurenburg., 1485). 


WESSELUS GANSFORTIUS. 


I fs 


“Portas mortis Dominus Jesus per se non adiit; erat enim 
inter mortuos liber, ideo non suo debito tenebatur subire portas 
miseriarum. Sed quoniam Agnus Dei sud sponte oblatus, 
peccata mundi per suam satisfactionem expianda tulit ; ideo 
portas inferni adiens vincula debitorwm nostrorum. dissolvit 
et irrita fecit, quo jam nulla damnatio sit his qui in Christo 
Jesu sunt” (“De causis Incarnationis,” cap. xix., Op., p. 455. 
Gronin., 1614). 


18 


“ Abscisus a protegente manu Dei... . adflictus fluctibus 
ire Dei... . Cujus animam abjecit Deus... . super quem 
furores Domini transierunt.... Hum qui non novit pecca- 
tum pro nobis peccutum fecit. Quero, quomodo fecit pecca- 
tum, si non tractavit sicut peccatum nostrum tractasset ? Pro 
nobis maledictum factus est. Et quomodo maledictum, si 
nostraé maledictione mitius pertulit?” (“De magnitudine Pas- 
sionis,” cap. v., Op., pp. 464, 465). 


TiS: 


“Mors ejus non sibi, sed nobis condonata; ut... ipse 
moriens ... . nos debito mortis et media morte adhue debi- 
tores liberaret” (ibid., cap. x., Op., p. 472). 


Iv. 
“Hoc mirabile est, omnem reliquam vincens admirationem 


. . obstructum est os justitias judicantis, ut non habeat 
etiam justitia ipsa quod causetur adversus preevaricatorem : 


et veritas ipsa que... . simul cum justitia preevaricatorem 
persequebatur, nunc... . justitiamn doceat rigorem suum tem- 


perare ” (ibid., cap. xiii., Op., p. 477). 
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V. 


“@Grandis redemptio, qua de manu et jugo tribulantis re- 
dempti sumus; sed major, qua de iniquitatibus Israel] redemptus 
est: maxima omnium, qua ab ira persequentis justitice sus 
Deus nos redemit, ut jam non sentiamus, neque enim timere 
oporteat justitiam persequentem. Nihil enim diabolus posset, 
nisi justo Dei judicio permittente, necessarioque persequente. 
Inde omnis nobis miseria, cui cum satisfactum fuit, coercita 


nequitia” (ibid., cap. xiv., Op., p. 484). 


THE END. 


Elliot Stock, Paternoster Row, London. 
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